REACTIONS/ IS SUES 



0 u t s id c A RP A JR o a c t i on s ._" The ARPA program has been veil received by OSD, 
bill}, and the Congress. Presor.ta tic:-, cf "thrusts" has been easily understood 
and the potential significance of the breakthroughs readily appreciated. 
Fnarons prio" to FY 19/6, the total ARPA budget remained .essentially static 
at around $2001-5, this year's budget will be ' J A great deal 

of enthusiast) has baen generated for the program in the Services, Joint 
Chiefs of Sccff , tk> DDR&H. end the Secretary of Defense. 

Kar.3f.cir. Issuer . ARPA's uv.icuu p ••cation in DoD and its determination 
to - rcniain "~sV:^Ti'~hi«id-hitt ir.g research organisation presents a sr:t of 
managenrcrnt issues which must be dealt with successfully to maintain the 
organisation's vigor. Some of these follow; 

o S taffing and Personnel Policies — There must be continuing manage- 
ment sensitivity to the need for professional staff turnover. This 
is essential to the difficult, process of creating new programs, 
keeping Program Managers who aic current in rapidly changing tech- 
nologies, and maintaining aggressive and vital programs. 



' "'IPF^amjrransrer — Extraordinary and aggressive efforts are required 
to develop" positive .mechanisms to transition results of ARPA research 
to the Military Service::. Inert.-, "are no automatic or built-in 
processes or policir-s which assure that this happens — the initiative 
is with ARPA. It is essential that close and continuing contact be 
maintained with Service Chiefs of Staff, Assistant Secretaries for R&D, 
and Commanding Officers of Material Acquisition Commands (AFSC, NAVh-AT, 
DARCOM) by deliberately scheduled ar.d regular briefings and meetings. 



T he ARPA Imag e — Care, and selectivity must be exercised to avoid' 
involvement: in research programs promoted by Service K£tD orgnnizatiohs 
solely to secure ARPA funding support. ARPA should recognize and 
remain insensitive to Service R&D and ODDR&E Staff members who per- 
ceive of ARPA as an "interferor" with institutional biases- & objectives. 
They would prefer to see ARPA outside of the mainstream issues. The 
vitality of the organization is largely derived from its mission of 
being the adversary, the risk-taker, the innovator, the outspoken 
critic. 



f Vi^Il>iHQ._or Demonstration Programs — for the first time, ARPA 
established in FY 1976 a program element making visible traio»- 
iu-w technology demonstration efforts and the relatively large 
ronm.rces they may require. Preliminary Congressional and OSD 
Staff reaction has been positive, but critics nay still raise the 
question, Why ARPA? . These technology demonstration programs will 
winter, ally aid the transfer of technologies to the Services who 
must ultimately develop the material or techniques for Service 
application. Meaningful (as near full scale as possible) demonstra- 
tions have the effect of more clearly suggesting the potential of 

ncv technology and help to accelerate the otherwise lor- era-^-t 

awlcrial development cycles of Service-programs:. . The alternative"^ 
fiiiuply leportirg research findings and speculating on their potential 
wore often than not means promising results go unnoticed and are 
never considered or may be subsequently duplicated by the Service* 
or are subjected to long and frequent sub-critical exploitation attempts 

° Technology Assessments — The Technology Assessments Office was di-i- 
established at the end of FY 1976. Those efforts undervcy which vej-r- 
relatable to the other technical offices were transferred to tho«e 
effaces. In the future, technology assessments will be undertaker, 
as part of the technical office function to examine and coanare the 
U.S. and foreign technology base and create new initiatives' for the 
(i,:fiec. Those technology assessment efforts which are of broad ARP\ 
or DoD scope will continue under direct management of the Director, 



JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 



The Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff did 
not prepare issue papers for the Ford-Carter 
Transition Team. 



OSD 

NET ASSESSMENT 



ISSUES 



The Office of the director of Net 

•responsibility for preparation « P» 8 ^ a ^ a f a ^ Rations process, 
or Congressional testimony as part o f th -annual p P ^ 
miring the FY 1977 budget cycle, OSD/NA Pf°™£* preparation of a 
Secretary Rumsfeld and Deputy ^^^^^ony and other Congressional 
variety of materials to support budget testimony an 
Tppearances by the Secretary. To this point in the budget cycle 
FY 1978, the office has been involved £ th. devel °P ment 

the Annual Report of the Secretary of Def en se «™ £ ™ requ £ 9ts 
of a program for the Department to respond to Congressxonai q 
for comparative weapon system presentations. 



DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING . 

The attached documents represent the "issue papers" prepared by DDR&E 
for the Transition Team In connection with the transition from the Ford 
to the Carter Administration. Although they do not fully conform to 
the definition of "issue papers" as defined by U.S. News and World 
Report letter of December 14, 1976, they are believed to be broadly 
within the intent of that definition. 

Seventeen papers recommended for release in their entirety are listed 
in Enclosure 1. Some parts of some of these papers qualify for with- 
holding under exemption 5. a. (1) , in that they contain advice, opinions, 
and suggestions. However, it is determined that withholding would not 
serve a significant and legitimate governmental purpose. 

Partial denial is made on the 16 papers listed in Enclosure 2 under 
exemption 1 in that they contain classified security information. 
The material has been reviewed and it has been determined that the 
denied information is properly classified under E.O. 11652 and its 
disclosure could reasonably be expected to cause damage to the 
national security. 

Partial denial is being made on the 22 papers listed in Enclosure 3 
under exemption 5. The particular parts of each paper have been indi- 
cated by brackets and categorized as falling either under exemption 
5.a.(l); i.e., papers containing advice, opinions, and suggestions, or 
as falling under 5. a. (2); i.e., information generated preliminary to 
decision, the release of which might interfere with orderly execution 
of plans. 

With respect to the denied portions of the 22 papers listed in Enclo- 
sure 3, the "significant and legitimate governmental purpose" is the 
protection of the ability of the government to receive candid advice, 
opinions, and recommendations from its employees without having the 
rendering of such inhibited and biased through the possibility of pub- 
lic controversy on them prior to their consideration. Similarly, 
orderly government would suffer if proposed governmental positions 
were prematurely exposed to those who might benefit or seek to influence 
them as the result of such premature disclosure. 

The Initial Denial Authority in this instance is Mr. S. E. Clements, 
Executive Assistant, Office of the Director, Defense Research and 
Engineering. 
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Enclosure 1 

PAPERS TO BE RELEASED 

Note: Some portions of these papers qualify for withholding under 
Exemption 5, but use of the Exemption is waived*, 

Defense R&D Laboratories 

Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) 
DOD R&D Testing Using Human Volunteers 
Joint Service Development/Test Programs* 
Systems Acquisition Management 
Prototyping 
Travel Funds 

DOD Medical Research Charter 

Reduction of Outyear Operating and Support (O&S) Costs 

Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs 

Life Cycle Cost (LCC) Reduction 

Design to Cost . 

Specifications and Standards 

Reliability and Maintainability 

Soviet Technological Doctrine and Practice 

Competition in Defense Procurement 

Expeditious JOTSE Of IIR MAVERICK 



DEFENSE R&D LABORATORIES 



1 * Subject o f Interest: ODDR&E is directing various changes which 
will increase innovation in the Defense Research and Exploratory Develop- 
ment and some advanced technology demonstration programs. 

2. Background; The DoD Technology Base comprises approximately 
74 in-house Research and Development facilities and 56, 000 civilian 
workers, including about 24, 000 professionals. These laboratories 
monitor the expenditure of some $3B per year, about one-half of which 
is spent internally. Several major changes are underway which are 
directed toward increasing the innovation and productivity in the 
laboratories. 

o The laboratories' roles in Technology Base planning and 
- supervision is being increased. To initiate this, block 
funding of the laboratories has been increased and lead 
laboratory concepts for technology areas have been 
implemented. 

o . We are increasing the use of investment strategies as a 

technique for apportioning the resources across the various 
technology areas in the Technology Base. 

°. .', The laboratories are being assigned prime technology 
area responsibilities. The size of the laboratories is 
being reduced by manpower drawdowns in redundant 
*" and lesser productive areas. 

o The percentage of the Technology Base work which is 

. performed by universities and industry is being increased 
■ to take advantage of their unique contributions to the 

program, 

o The roles of the laboratories in support of systems acquisi- 
tion is being increased. To expedite this' a change to DoD 
5000. 2 was implemented which requires a Technology 
Assessment Annex to Decision Concept Papers for systems 
which are meeting Defense Systems Acquisition Review 
Council Milestones I and II. ' 



ODD(R8AT) 
1 Dec 76 



3. DoD Position; As in -house laboratories play a key role in military 
R&D, the actions enumerated above have been accepted and are being 
implemented. 

4. . Current Status; Funding allocation increases in the Technology 
Base are being applied selectively across the technology areas based 
on a careful evaluation of various investment strategies. The Air 
Force and Army have implemented the block funding technique; the 
Navy is moving in that direction. Ceilings have been placed on the 
amount of Technology Base program which will be performed in- 
house with the ultimate goal of achieving a maximum of 30% in-house. 
The manpower drawdown in the Air Force has been completed and is 
approximately on schedule for the Army and Navy. The drawdown 
amounts to approximately 6, 900 authorizations to be completed by the 
end of FY 78. 



UNCLASSIFIED 



.FEDERAL CONTRACT RESEARCH CENTERS 
• (FCRCs) 



1. Issue: Will the revised policies and procedures for managing DoD- 
Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) be acceptable to Congress? 

2. Background ; Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) are DoD 
sponsored non-profit corporations dating from WWII. The number of 
FCRCs has been reduced from 21 to 8 since 1964. Each FCRC is dis- 
tinctive and generally performs different functions. Other government 
agencies have similar organizations. 



Laboratories 

MIT Lincoln 
Johns Hopkins' 
Perm State 



(FY76) 
$51M 
$53M 
$8M 



$112M 



System Engineering/ 
Tech Direction (SE/TD) 
(FY 76) 

MITRE Corp $45M 
Aerospace Corp $82M 



$127M 



Studies & 
Analyses (S&tA) 
(FY76) 
RAND $17M 
CNA . $10M 
ANSER $2M 
IDA $11M 

$40M 



Laboratory FCRCs perform difficult technical projects embracing both 
research and new prototype systems concepts. (SE/TD) FCRCs provide 
•technical support in defining, developing, producing and fielding space, 
communications and command and control (C 3 ) systems. (S&A) FCRCs 
provide sound and unbiased professional analyses and recommendations 
for foTce planners, logistics managers, R&D managers, high officials 
on DoD staffs, etc.. 

A high degree of control is maintained over FCRCs. The Senate Armed 
Services Committee provides an overall fiscal ceiling. Four major prob- 
lems exist with using FGRCsc * 

o Several years ago. Congress expressed concern regarding salaries, 
'number, size of operation, etc. These concerns resulted in the 
imposition of a Congressional fiscal ceiling. However, this ceiling 
.has not kept pace with inflation. 

o Congressional concern has been expressed more recently regarding 
how we use FCRCs, i.e., as "extension of headquarters staffs," 
especially the S&A FCRCs. 



UNCLASSIFIED 
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.UNCLASSIFIED 
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o Part of the for-profit industry sector is opposed to both the non-profit 
and sponsored aspects of FCRCs, especially as pertains to the success 
of some FCRCs in diversification. 

o The fiscal c|iling has especially been a hindrance in accomplishing 
space and C SE/TD work. 

3 * DoD Position: An extensive review was conducted of FCRCs in 1976 
.in response to Congressional desires. Principal actions are as follows: 

o Analytical Services (ANSER). will no longer be an FCRC. . 'X 

° The AppKed Physics Laboratory (Johns Hopkins) and Applied Research 

Laboratory (Penn State) will not be considered FCRCs beginning in 
■ ' FY 1978. ■ . ~ . ' / / . >. - 

o MIT Lincoln Laboratory, Center for Naval Analyses (CNA), Project 

Air Force (formerly -Project Rand) and the Institute for Defense Analyses 
(IDA) will not be allowed to exceed their present manpower levels. The 
non-Project Air Force aspects of RAND Corporation will not be consid- 
ered an FCRC. • ., ■ 

......... ^ ..... . 

o MJTRE- Bedford will be separated from MITRE-V/ashington . ' All DoD 
C work will be done at Mitre-Bedford . MITRE- Wa shington will not 

•• be considered a DoD FCRC. Mitre-Bedford will not do non-DoD work 
•unless of direct benefit to DoD. Level of DoD effort at Mitre- Bedford 
will be governed by DoD C workload. 

° Aerospace Corp will be restricted to DoD space program endeavors 
except on programs of direct benefit to D6D (i. e. joint DoD-NASA). 
Level of DoD effort at Aerospace will be governed by DoD space 
system workload. . 

4 « Current Status : A report was provided the four concerned Congressional 
Committees. Informal approval received. DoD will be implementing above 
actions in the FY 78 budget process. Congressional Committees reactions 
in their reports on the budget will provide basis for future mana«emer.t of 
FCRCs. 



UNCLASSIFIED 



DOD R&D TESTING USING HUMAN VOLUNTEERS 



Subject of Issue; Continuing concern by many groups that humans 

are being used as guinea pigs needlessly and under circumstances of 
unacceptable hazard, _ . . 

Background ; The DoD, a3 one of many Federal agencies who perform 
tests using human test subjects, has been drawn into the overall public 
and Congressional dialogue on the subject. In 1975, Congressional 
committees held hearings that discussed tests, primarily related to 
chemical agent and halluceno genie drug testing, that were conducted in 
the 1950, 60s and early 1970s. This discussion resulted in a report 
that highlighted abuse and an inadequate follow-up of the test subjects. 
These practices had been stopped and the control of such experimentation 
had already been markedly improved in the 1970s by DoD because of its 
own concern and the national revision of standards for use of human 
volunteer subjects, although this point was carefully avoided or ignored 
in the hearings. . 

DoD Position: DoD must conduct tests that use human test volunteers 
in several of its human related RDT&E program. Each Service has 
formal and effective approval procedures to insure that the-proposed 
tests are needed and worth the investment and risk, properly planned, 
safely and competently conducted, and that proper follow-up is assured. 
As new guidelines or laws are passed related to this on a national level, 
they are included in the DoD process of approval, review, conduct, and 
critique of our R&D. In all cases, only fully informed and volunteer 
. subjects, will be used.-- — . ■■ :•; •;. : 
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JOINT SERVICE DEVELOPMENT/TEST PROGRAMS 



Problem: Proliferation of hardware and programs aimed at meeting the 
same basic operational requirements. 

background: Unnecessary proliferation of systems and subsystems 
intended for similar operational requirements can dilute the effec- 
tiveness of R&D resources, deters competitive procurement and 
ultimately consumes excessive operations and support resources. 
With severe budget constraints in the R&D area, this problem cannot 
be overemphasized. Operational requirements must be carefully 
examined and coordinated to eliminate the costly consequences of 
duplication, strive for subsystem and system interchangeability, 
and achieve interoperability and flexibility of mixed forces. 
Commonality of hardware is sought to reduce the costs of trainin- 
maintenance, and support. DDR&E places heavy emphasis on structuring 
joint RDT&E programs through memoranda of agreements, lead Service 
assignments, and close coordination with other OSD offices such as 
DTACCS and ASD(I&L) in working groups. 

Certain technology areas have been identified as prime candidates 
for special attention in DDR&E because rapid movement in the state 
of the art encourages proliferation. As an example, electronics 
technology can be found as a major cost element of almost every 
weapon system. Since cne-third of the DoD budget in some way or 
other is tied to electronic related expenditures, it is an area that 
has been highlighted as worthy of special attention. This is 
particularly important in electronic subsystems in view of the fact 
that annual support costs for these military equipments are equal to 
the annual procurement costs and are increasing due to the relatively 
high labor content. Therefore, Joint Service programs in the elec- 
tronics area are highly leveraged and provide a basis for significant 
cost reductions. 

DoD Position: Joint Service programs are an effective approach to 
stemming proliferation of programs aimed at meeting similar opera- 
tional requirements. Our policies to achieve this objective are 
stated in DoD Directives; identified and restructured as necessary 
in the planning, programming, and budgeting cycles; and when neces- 
sary, by fiat. A special policy for Single Service Management of 
Selected Electronic Equipments has received tri-Service Secretarial 
endorsement and is expected to be finalized in March 1977. 

Status: We have established commonality between Services that is 
intended to- satisfy sister Service requirements in virtually all 
DSARC reviews. Working groups and special comir.ittees have been formed 
to more closely examine the areas where high payoff potential exists. 
The Directive on electronic equipment will utili-e the requirem*nrs ; - 
process and other existing means to identify those items which are 
candidates for Single Service management. The assignment of the "lead" 



Service on a case-by-case basis will be made by the appropriate OSD 
offices. 

At the present time, there are 78 joint Service R&D programs; and 
similarly, there are 14 joint operational test programs. For example, 
the NAVSTAR (Global Positioning System) is a tri-Service development 
to reduce net DoD navigation costs by a significant percentage while 
enhancing the performance of weapons and simplifying their design. 
Daring the past year, the Air Force has been assigned as Executive 
Agent for the development of the new beyond visual range air-to-air 
missile, which is a replacement for Sparrow. The new missile will be 
based on previous DARPA research and designed .to satisfy a JSOR. 
Similarly,, the ultimate Sidewinder replacement will be based on a 
continuing evaluation of seekers and development of operational 
requirements. 



y. UNCLASSIFIED 



SYSTEMS ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT " 

.1 . Issue : In order-to maintain national security in times of highly 
constrained defense budgets It is imperative that we manage the 
acquisition of defense systems in a highly efficient manner. 

2. Background : The basic policies for the management of defense systems 
acquisition were established in mid-1971 with the publication of DoD 
Directive 5000.1, "Acquisition of Major Defense Systems." Since that 
time the results of several study efforts for improving the defense . 
systems acquisition process have been pub 1 i shed, "i .e. , the Commission 
on Government Procurement, the Army Material Acquisition Review 
Committee, the Navy/Karine Corps Acquisition Review Committee and 
most recently the Acquisition Advisory Group. 

3« DoD Position : While many of the recommended improvements to the 

defense, systems acquisition process have already been implemented we 
are continuing to evaluate and adopt other promising changes. 

k. Current Status : In many areas we have made major strides in Improving 
the management of DoD systems acquisition.- Some of these management 
initiatives are: 

Fly-before-buy (hardware demonstration) 
Achievement milestones vs calendar milestones 
Competition, especially during system validation .. 
Design to Cost . . - - 

Hi-Lo force mix . 
Creation of viable options ' 
Maintaining strong technical base : 
Improved program management ■ * * ; ~ . ' » '. 

Other areas of promising efforts underway but still evolving are: 

a) "Front-end" planning-mission needs and af fordab i 1 I ty 

b) Life Cycle Costing • 

Sound management of defense systems acquisition Impacts on the defense 
posture of the U.S. It is probably the single most important task of 
DoD as it impacts directly on force readiness, the yearly defense budge 
and also the outyear expenditures for operating and maintaining our 
weapon systems. V/e will continue to evaluate all facets of the acquis! 
tion process seeking improvements in national defense and more efficien 
development, production, operation and support of our defense- system. 
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PROTOTYi'lKG 



Jssue: To improve ths basis for management decisions during the 
development and acquis i t ion of defense systems and equipment. 

Background : Prototyping stresses the use of hardware demonstration, 
rather than paper studies, as the basts for key program decisions. 
It has been referred to as the "fly before buy" or "test before buy" 
approach to system acquisition. In practice, it calls. for investment 
in a few demonstration models (prototypes) and evaluation of test 
results prior to making a major commitment of funds or resources ~ 
It was promulgated as management policy by former Deputy Secretary 
of Defense David Packard, has been emphasized as a management tool 
by his successor, DepSecDef Clements, and has become an important 
aid to defense decision-making. Congress has debated the merits of 
prototyping and endorsed its application in defense programs. 

DoD Position: Prototyping is an aid to management that reflects a 
basic principle of sound decision-making: systematic reduction of 
risk. It must always be viewed in the decision-making context. It 
is not, and must not become, an end or objective in itself. We 
emphasize prototyping where it is needed to support and strengthen 
our basis for decisions, not as "the thing to do" in order to get 
-programs approved. 

C urrent States : We hove gained considerable exper ience* i n prototype ri 
over the past several years; however, there is still some misunder- 
standing of the difference between its two fundamental applications*. 

Prototyping is used during the acquisition cycle to reduce the risks 
associated with applying advanced technology to meet defined opera- 
tional requirements. These are the "fu.1 1 -scale engineering develop- 
ment" prototypes. (Examples: Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle; 
Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft; Advanced Attack Helicopter; 
Submarine Launched Cruise Missile.) Where it is impractical to* 
prototype an entire weapon system, the concept is applied to subsystem 
and components. (Examples: AWACS Radar; Airborne TACAN; i.:-vy I'.odula: 
Electronic Warfare Suite.) 

Prototyping is also used to explore and advance new technology prior 
to the definition of specific requirements. These are "technology 
base' 1 or "exploratory development" prototypes. Their purpose is to 
provide viable options for future decisions. Exploratory prototyping 
creates technological alternatives, exploits technical opportunities, 
stimulates competi t ion and innovation, retains key industry design 
teams, and improves our ability to make performance/cost tradeoffs. 
(Examples: Air Combat Fighter; Advanced Medium STOL; Electronically 
Agi le Radar.) 
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Budget Related Issue 
TRAVEL FUNDS' 



Issue: ODD(R&AT) has insufficient travel funds to adequately 
perform its assigned tasks for FY77. 

History; ODD(R&AT) is allocated travel funds from DDR&E. These 
funds are used to pay for transportation and per diem in performing 
our program monitoring tasks, to satisfy U.S. responsibilities in 
international travel for the Defense Research Group and for The 
Technical Cooperation Program, to maintain staff specialists pro- 
fessional proficiency through attendance at technical symposia and 
meetings and to publicize the technical thrusts and management 
changes which we are implementing in the Technology Base program. 
The travel funds allocated in FY76 was $42. 3K. Our request for FY77, 
in view of the total inadequacy of FY76 funds, was $76K. Our allocation 
for the first 6 months of FY77 is $14. 7K. We have reduced the $14. 7K 
by the amount required to meet international obligations for the first 6 
months of FY77 plus a $1K contingency fund, and allocated the remainder 
on a prorata basis to the AD Offices and the Front Office Staff. We 
anticipate that the funding to be allocated for the second half of FY 77 
will be approximately $14. 7K. 

Position: DDR&E is aware that the FY77 allocation is inadequate. 
Travel, other than that supported by others, is by and large restricted 
to program monitoring plus the international commitments. 
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Budget .Related Issue 

DOD MEDICAL RESEARCH CHARTER 
(vis-a-vis other Federal Agencies) 

Subject: of Issue : Congressional actions on DoD budget requests 
are being denied in cases where any other agency is conducting research 
in the area. 

History: Congressional actions during FY 76 and FY 77 budget cycle 
denied DoD requests for money for research in drug and alcohol abuse, an 
a series of infectious and dental diseases. The basis for denial has 
been that the Department, Health, Education, and Welfare (DHEW) is 
doing work in. these fields and the DoD, therefore, should not require 
any effort in the area. This has been cited especially- in cases where 
the DoD level of effort is much smaller than the DHEW commitment. 
A GAO review of infectious disease research was completed in FY 76, 
overseas laboratory reviews are underway now which could cause 
further areas to be so identified in FY 78 and beyond. 

Budgetary Impact: Previous reductions were not made until late in 
the fiscal year. As a result, money had been committed to new and 
continuing efforts under the authority of the Continuing Resolution. Thus, 
when all funds programmed for the effort were withdrawn, additional 
funds were also lost due to the fact that the earlier commitments to 
contracts had been made and could not be recouped. 

DoD Position: DoD does carefully coordinate and draw from the civil 
and other Federal agency research. It conducts research only on the 
unique problems of the Military Services or those aspects of the 
problem that the civil sector cannot or will not address. Thus, rather 
than duplicate, the smaller DoD investment represents a complimentary 
effort that provides specialized results of interest to DoD. 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

REDUCTION OF OUTYEAR QPEKATIKC AND SUPPORT (O&S) COSTS 

1. Issue: To reduce the fraction of the outyear DoD budget allocated 
to system operating and support costs, while at the sane tine maintain- 
ing operational readiness. 

2. Background : Continued growth in the fraction of the DoD budget 
allocated to operate and support current systems has impaired force 
modernization. Greater emphasis is needed on reducing the future O&S 
costs of systems now being developed, so as to reverse this trend as 
new systems enter the inventory. 

Better visibility on the specific OSS costs of current systems is a 
necessary step in defining and reducing the O&S cost of future systems 
The next step is to employ the results of that improved visibility. 

3. DoD Position: We are confident that we can achieve the ability to 
identify and track the O&S costs of individual types of defense systec 
We must also control the future O&S costs of systems now in developmen 
so as to achieve a net reduction in the O&S portion of the DoD budget. 

4. Current Status: The DepSecDef memorandum on Reduction of Outyear 
Operating and Support Costs, 28 February 1976, directed the Military 
Departments to establish O&S cost targets for each major system now in 
development, and to propose methods to assess the net O&S cost iapact 
on future Department budgets of all DSARC decisions. 

The Services have forwarded their planned approaches to the establish- 
ment of O&S cost goals for all major programs now in the DSARC process 
and proposed methodology for annual assessaent of the net O&S cost 
impact of DSARC decisions during the preceeding year. Refinements 
required by ASD(I&L) review are now in progress. 



UNCLASSIFIED 

VISIBILI TY AND MAjMCSigg T O F OPERATING AND SLTPQ KT COSTS 

2. 2a£bSTOEi: SecDef and DBRSE posture ststoaents for FY 1976 neo- 
(0°S) \ °V" f lnPr0,,e VisibU ">' °" the »P.r,tir.g and support 
«-yt.j.e cobL v J of future weapon systems. 

51*2 nost 5 ^ teStiffi ° ny ' Senat ° r C " lv « asked for LCC estimates on 
the 10 oost expensive systems then in development. DDR&E responded 
with current estimates for 8 of the 10 systems. responded 

SlTr^T* Se - 3 T CulVer P r °P° sed ■» «n«h«it to- the Authorization 
BUI that required DoD to include LCC estimates for all ! 
in its budget, beginning with tho FY 1Q?7 C * - J s y steas . 

„ aS (!olp J .* " «; nnin S ^ the FY 1977 submission. This ^endsent 
" V ■ conference when DoD stated it was unable to provide 

£Se e ;r Mt *- M &r maj ° r SyStemS " H — ' » oD d ^ indicate it 
. Sf ^S"^! 0 SUWt £StiaateS £ « "-raft systeL^th' 

3 P op Position : We can estimate system acquisition costs f-irlv W n 

:« uT^t-iy^^ :™ ty * r ™ ^ n 0 e t llj 

systeL. yf are workL" ng " C ° StS ^ "^idual weapon 

costs. g t0 lnprOVe vlslb ^ity on operating and support. ■ 

4. Cjirrent_St^tus: ASDClSL) has been tasked to define the K - r ^- nf 
review are now in progress **«™,f », response to ASD(I & L) 

af necessar^f' T C ° EOdify the D ° D "hunting systems 

necessary to accommodate the information system defined by AsS(lS). 

the" Slices 55 "" 63 W ° rking t0 in?rOVe C ° St comparability among 

ll%ti r /° rCe tenmstTatei a prototype O^S cost nanage^r.t infor.-.tion 
sys-em for aircraft during FY 1977. and is now evalu^ia- it t' 1 
V™* ^ -P-ion.to other types of % ^ ^ ST 5 

«r.y and Navy are working on similar projects, and tbe K a .-v L* ^l n 
developed plaTis for an O&S cost Knr.nA^t Tp or !^ n " 3 * - 

•"■>H. ol .n.nc intorm3Lion Syscera for ships. 
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LIFE CYCLE COST (LCC) REDUCTION 



L - Issue: To define and reduce the total cost of acquiring operating, main- 
taining and supporting defense systems, while at the same tiir:.- Maintaining 
torce modernization, readiness and op&rational effectiveness. 



2. Packground: LCC reduction is a major objective of the DoD. There is 
also considerable Congressional interest in this subject. Present appropria- 
tion accounting makes it relatively easy to identify develops- , procurement 
and military construction costs of specific weapon systems. However, op-rat- 
ing and support (O&S) cost appropriations are related to type of organization 
and function, rather than to type of weapon system. 

3. DoD Position: Me can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well and 
we are improving that capability. We can and are holding acquisition pro-rams 

. to predetermined unit cost thresholds as a necessary but not sufficient part 
of LCC reduction. Additional steps are necessary to define and reduce the O&S 
cost of current and future weapon systems. Those steps are now underway. 

4. Current Status (more detail in attached backup papers): 

Design to Cost - DoD Directive 5000.28, May 1975, directed the Military 
Departments to design systems to predetermined unit production costs and to 
trade oft performance, schedule and quantity as necessary to neat cost goals 
host major systems not yet in production either have established DTC go-Is or 
have made cost an "equal partner" with "cost drivers" in early design studies 

■ x n ll ^ 1SSUe at DSARC reviews corrective action is directed for breach' 

Oj. DTC thresholds. 

Visibility. and Manag ement of Operating and Su pport Costs - A D»pS»cD»£ 
memorandum dated 16 October 1975 directed ASDCl&L) to define the i^na^r-nt 
information system needed to account for the O&S costs of current systems by 
system type. ASD (Comptroller) was directed to modify DoD accounting systems 
as necessary. The Military Departments have presented their proposals for 
such an information system and refinements are in progress. 

^J ^STTK 5 ° f ^f^, 0 ? 5 ^"* ^ Su epor^Costg - A DepSecDef memorandum 
oated 23 February 1976 directed the Military Departments to establish O&S 
cost goals for each major system development program and to propose methods 
xor an annual assess*--* of the net impact of all DSARC decisions or th* O&S 
portion ox their .outyear budgets. The overall objective is a n»t vw-al 
reduction m. that fraction of the DoD budget allocated to O&S cost-.. 

j^J^on^.aj^aint ainability - Reliability and maintainable ty 
aro fy sCen parameters that link system design characteristics to OS*? r.,<r 
readiness and operational effectiveness. Quantitative R&M requir—r- 
now included m almost all DCPs; however, DoD policy on R&M need-? to' b- 
cl/inried and extended to subsystems and less-thna-raajor syste-s i" o~ ! — 
to facilitate LCC reduction. DDR&E and AS.0CI5L) are preparing aV^n &rZ- 
tive on this subject and supervising the. revision of appropriate v<i ic .,-.. 
oc;mdards. . ~" J 



UNCLASSIFIED 
DESIGN TO COST 



1. Issue : To specify and constrain the cost of each new system so DoD 
can afford to buy the quantities of systems it needs to meet national 
security objectives within current and foreseen budget constraints, 

2. Background : Design to Cost (DTC) is a management policy similar to 
cost control techniques used in the commercial sector. DTC established 
unit cost as a parameter equal in importance with system performance, 
program schedule and other factors that can drive program cost, such as 
produceability, logistic support concept, data requirements, safety/ 
survivability, etc. It requires planners to set cost goals the DoD can 
afford to pay, and to trade off system design parameters against those 
goals. It further requires that cost be emphasized in trade-off decisions 
throughout the acquisition process, and that cost estimates be verified as 
within pre-set goals prior to award of the production contract. 

3. DoD Position: Design to Cost is necessary to counter the escalating 
costs of defense systems. We plan to continue applying it to new 
development programs (both systems and subsystems). 

4. Current Status: Design to Cost policy was formalized in DoD Directive 
5000.28, issued in May 1975. Each Program Manager receives comprehensive 
instruction on Design to Cost policy and implementation experience as he 
goes through the Defense Systems Management College. Design to Cost 
objectives have been routinely established on all recent major development 
programs. Examples include the A-10, F-16 and Advanced Medium STOL air- 
craft, the F-18, Patrol Frigate, Submarine Launched Cruise Missile UTTAS 
helicopter, Advanced Attack Helicopter, and XM-1 tank. Such objectives 
are being defined for more recent programs on a routine basis. While 
initial emphasis was on designing to a unit production cost, primarily 
because DoD's ability to estimate and measure unit cost is better than 

its ability to estimate and measure Life Cycle Cost, DoD is now increas- 
ing emphasis on making design tradeoffs to control life cycle cost 
drivers. 
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SPECIFICATIONS AND. STAKDARUS 



Problem : With increasing costs of defense systems , equip- 
ment and material, there were conceriis that military 
specifications were the "cost drivers". 

I ssue : 'Military specifications and standards have 
occasionally contained unrealistic, obsolete or marginal 
requirements which resulted in excessive costs. 

DoD Position : DoD is attacking the problem on three 
fronts : 

a) ASD(I£-L) and BBR5-12 co- sponsor the Defense Material 
Specifications and Standards Board to review on a con- 
tinuing basis the total specifications and standardiza- 
tion program management to recommend necessary changes 
in policy to the SecDef, 

b) At the request of DopSecDo.f , the Services iwh 
established P.FP (Request for Proposal) Review Bnsrds 
to review and "scrub" PFPs, prior to their £ors»il 
release to bidders , of any excessive requiremen ; s sn.l 
unwarranted cos t- ilviv.i .=:■£ requirements . includir z " ' 
s p e c i fi c a t i on r c q ui r o • . ■_■ n t s . 

c) ASD(ISL) and VW-.V, jointly established a DeJfci.ss 
Science Eoard Task Pore > to recommend appropriate 
specifications and standards policy. 

St atus : 
A. DMSSB : 

1) Now hove five Technical Panels (i.e., Materials. 
Electronics, Metrication, Clothing and Textile,' 
Audio Visual). The Metrication Panel, for example, 
prepared an interim policy cn the use of the. use trie 
system of measurement in the DoD which was si«~r-ed 
by DepSecDsf. 

2) A task group revised the DoD Standardization 
Manual covering specification preparation, 
coordination and management . . 
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B . RFP Reviow B oards : 

All three Services have established these review 
boards and are actually scrubbing new major system 
RFPs. On several procurements, draft RFPs were 
submitted to industry prior to. formal release to 
bidders soliciting comments on the identification 
of cost- driving elements and suggestions on how to 
meet the intent of the need at lower cost. 

C • Defense Science Eoard Task Force : 

Found that while needing continual attention for 
improvement, specifications and standards were . 
adequate and not the fundamental problem. The 
problem was really the over- application (or blanket 
application) of these documents, which in many cases 
resulted in unwarranted costs. Among the Task Force 
recommendations are: 1) "tailoring'; or selective 
application of the specification requirements to 
each program, 2) establish an environment to provide ' 
incentives or contractors/bidders for proposing 
tailored, specifications and for recommending cost 
effort ivo v;aiv??rs to reduce costs ; and c) e civ cat inn 
• of Program Manigtrs on specification applications 
to avoid excessive costs. The Services are. currently 
initiating actions to implement those recommendations . 



L' J . 



UNCLASSIFIED 
RE LIA BILITY AND HATNT AlK ABILITY 

1. 1 5 ?ue : To reduce the operating and support cost of defense syst.-;:r..-; while 
inair.tai.aing or increasing their readiness and operational ef fectivener.s . 

2. Background : Reliability and Maintainability (R&M) are measurable perfor- 
mance parameters that link system design characteristics to readiness, 
effectiveness, operating and support cost. Improved R&M simultaneously 
increases readiness and percentage of successful missions , . while decreasing 
maintenance, supply and manpower requirements. In the past, field reliability 
has often been only a fraction of that "demonstrated" by the contractor in 
REL DEMO done to a MIL STD. Tnis occured because REL DEMO test criteria did 
not realistically approximate actual field conditions and definitions of a 
"failure" were not relevant to actual field experience. OSD has major 
initiatives underway to improve this situation. 

3. DoD Position : Increased emphasis must be placed on improving the R&M of 
systems during RDT&E, rather than trying to fix systems already in production. 

4. Current Status : Quantitative R&M thresholds are now included in virtually 
all DC?s and attainment of these thresholds has becorae an issue at DSARC 
reviews. The Deputy Director (Test and Evaluation) has placed a high priority 
on R&M in his reviews of test programs and test results, as reflected in his 
reports to the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the D3ARC Chairman at all 
critical milestone decisions. 

0DD3&E and OASD(ISL) are preparing a DoD Directive on R&M to ensure these 
parameters are addressed as an integral part of the acquisition process for 
both major and less-than-ma jor system and subsystem programs. 

The Military Departments are revising Military Standards pertaining to reli- 
ability, especially the reliability of electronics equipment. These revisions 
will translate DoD policy to the Defense industries. They include increased 
realism of tests conducted in laboratory test chambers. The cost of mora 
realistic test facilities is to be paid for by shorter total test time and 
greater correlation of laboratory and field reliability values. 

The Services have recently included in their budgets funds to improve readi- 
ness and reduce operating costs for equipment in the field. This is 
accomplished primarily through the upgrading of equipment reliability and 
maintainability identified by organizations specifically charged with this 
responsibility such as the Air Force Productivity, Reliability, Availability 
and Maintainability (PRAM) Program Office. 

Government and industrial technology base activities are exploring the 
feasibility of using highly reliable electronic modules as basic build ir.g 
blocks for widespread application to electronics equipment. High design 
reliability and tight quality control are to ba paid for by savings achieved 
through volume production and standardization. 

Contractual approaches are being developed which will incentivize contra" tors 
to design equipment for high reliability and low repair costs. Approaches 
successfully used include contract award foes and reliability warrant i or. . 



SOVIET TECHNOLOGICAL DOCTRINE AND PRACTICE 



Subject : The relationships between Soviet science and technology 
doctrine and practice and their military technological status. 

2. Background ; Soviet doctrine was enunciated by Lenin — "One must 
either master the highest technology or be crushed", and has been 
continually reaffirmed — "The development of Soviet science has 
special significance today when the scientific-technological 
revolution has become the most important area in the competition of 
the two opposed world systems" (Communist Party Central Committee 
Resolution, December 1973). Soviet policy is set by the Politburo, 
and is specifically oriented toward establishing credible military 
scientific-technical superiority over the U.S. R&D management is 
highly centralized; the Politburo's executive agent is the Council 
of Ministers, 75 percent of whom have technical backgrounds. The 
USSR has deliberately emphasized the greatest possible rate of 
advance in military technology at the expense of improvements in 
the civilian sector. Soviet policy is to exploit innovations 
achieved in civil R&D for military purposes, but because of the 
weakness of Soviet civil R&D, we have not seen any instances in which 
it has contributed significantly to their military technology. There 
is no Soviet counterpart to the cross-fertilization process in U.S. 
industry and commerce which advances military and civilian technology 
together in many areas that are militarily important to the U.S. 
Within the military sector, past Soviet practice emphasized 
continuity of effort and incremental improvements. Today there are 
many indications of willingness to take the risks of applying and 
exploiting advanced technology. 

3. DoD Position : Soviet doctrinal emphasis on science and technology 
has led to a commitment of resources for military R&D which must be 
regarded as a serious threat to the military balance between the U.S. 
and USSR. The U.S. can meet this challenge only through a sustained 
and vigorous program of RDT&E to advance and exploit its strong 
technologies. Such a program is feasible at affordable cost, because 
of the inherent weakness in the Soviet system of separating military 
and civil R&D. The rate of advance of Soviet military technology — 
overall — will be inhibited as long as their civilian sector is 
excluded from supporting such advances, although with special emphasis 
they have been able to surpass the U.S. in some fields of technology. 
The U.S. can retain the technological initiative and preserve the 
military balance if it has the will to do so. 



ODDR&E 
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4. Current Status; Soviet military R&D increasingly is producing a 
variety of quality military equipments. Also, there are strong 
indications, in the form of a number of Soviet military R&D activities 
and new systems being deployed (e.g., air cushion vehicles, radar 
satellites) , that the Soviets have broken away from their long- 
standing policy of technological conservatism. Several of the Soviet 
military R&D activities are not well understood, but are a matter of 
concern because they appear to be related to key missions of U.S. 
forces (e,^., new approaches to ballistic missile defense and anti- 
submarine warfare). Avoidance of technological surprise requires a 
coherent R&D effort to generate new technological options in mission 
areas where U.S. vulnerability may be uncertain and where the risk 
of surprise is great. 
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UESLASSIFIES 



CO^ETI'TIDr! IN ESFEKSB 



1. Issue: To utilize competition to the E:a::imum extent feasible 
during the acquisition of defease systems and equipment. 

^* Background: - Competition "between system concepts> present and • 
pTcposed systems, contractors, subcontractors, and even between 
the Military Departments is the paramount motivating factor during * 
both development and production of defense hardware. Winning the 
development and/or production contract is- a far greater incentive 
than the profit rate or any "incentive clause" after competition, 
is reduced to a sole source. 

3. DoD Position: Competition is to be used wherever economically . 4 4 

feasible 'throughout the acquisition cycle, to include competitive 
development, production and alternate sourcing. 1 ' 

h. Currant Status: Kpr.t of our recent major programs include a 
competitive prototype phase during advanced development, with 
coapprison of test results ( ,: f ly--off", "shoot-off") as a key 
factor in the decision to advance the program into full-scale 
engineer ir£ development, Example 3 include: the A-X protovyp-j- 
tomretifciou which resulted in selection cf the A- 10 Close Supper t 
Aircraft, the Air Combat Fighter (F-lo), Advanced Attack Heli- 
copter, XI*-- 1 tank, and Submarine: -launched Cruise Missile. 

On high volume production programs, second source competitions are 
also held. Examples include the Army's 'IC ! i T ftird Shillelagh antitank 
missiles, the Sparrow and Sidewinder air-to-air missiles, end the 
MiC-U8 torpedo. 

When competition is not economically feasible at the weapon system 
level, subsystem and component competition is often implemented. 
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EXPEDITIOUS JOT&E OF IIR MAVERICK 



1. ISSUE : As a result of DSARC II of IIR MAVERICK in September 1976, 
operational uncertainties were surfaced which affected the potential 
operational utility of the system. 

2. BACKGROUND : Even though a comprehensive advanced development test 
program had been successfully accomplished by the developing agency, 
there remained some doubts about the operational utility of IIR MAVERICK 
in particular combat scenarios. To resolve these uncertainties, DepSecDef 
directed that a Joint Operational Test and Evaluation be initiated and 
conducted in a compressed timeframe. Test planning is in progress with 
the USAF as the executive Service. A partial report will be provided in 
March 1977 and a final report by August 1, 1977. An independent contractor 
has been chosen to assist in test planning, monitor test conduct and pro- 
vide an independent analysis at the completion of the joint tests. 



3 . RE COMMENDED POSITION : DD(T&E) support and provide advice and direction 
as appropriate, to the Joint Test Director. 



Enclosure 2 

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 1 - (Classified) 

Notes: 1. Some portions of these also qualify for Exemption 5 and 

such papers are also listed on Enclosure 3 for those portions. 

2. Soma of these papers are unintelligible due to deletions 
as indicated. 

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement (also on Enclosure 3) 
M-X 

S LBM/TR I DENT II (unintelligible w/deletions) 
Briefing Paper (also on Enclosure 3) 

Special Nuclear Materials (unintelligible w/deletions) 
Space Defense (unintelligible w/deletions) 
High Energy Lasers (unintelligible w/deletions) 

NATO Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft (also on Enclosure 3) 
NET Technical Assessment — U.S. vs. USSR RDT&E 
Chair Heritage (also on Enclosure 3) 

Cannon Launched Guided Projectile Copperhead (CLGP) (also on Enclosure 3) 

Impact of Procurement Changes on the F-18 (also on Enclosure 3) 
(unintelligible w/deletions) 

Air to Air Missile Inventory (also on Enclosure 3) 

Conventional Airfield Attack Missile (also on Enclosure- 3) 

General Support Rocket System (GSRS) (also on Enclosure 3) 

Infrared Imaging Seeker (also on Enclosure 3) 



CHEMICAL WARFARE READINESS IMPROVEMENT 



I. (U) Subject of Issue : DoD efforts to improve chemical warfare 
_(CW) pasture, both protective and retaliatory. 



2. \ Ba.ckground :j 



o USSR poses serious threat in CW. 



o US has ratified Geneva Protocol with reservation which essentially 
... bans 'first use of CW. \' 

3. (U) DoD Position: Supports efforts. to modernize chemical warfare 
■ '. capability and to improve protective posture to allow continuing opera- 
• tions in a CW environment. - 

t-zy ; 4. V. i Current Status : . - ----- - 

' Defensive Programs : . . v.. • . " ,.„■ 

■" 1 o FY 1977 budge ^contained $37. 4M for defensive RDT&E, FY 1973 
■ .'• - ■. . - budget containsj J ' ' " •• 

;"; : . ■'; o "FY 1977 Army budget contained $95. 8M for procurement, OScM, 
and war reserve funds; FY 19 78"budget contains 1 Hall for 

.' • - improvement of defensive and protective posture. 

";*; .•. o FY 1977 Air Force budget contained $17. 2M for protective items; 
' FY 1978 contains! I 

o Training is being improved in both. Army and Air Force, about 
■ personnel will be added to training and disaster preparedness teams 
by FY 1973. 
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Retaliatory Programs: 

o Binary chemical munition RDT?cE is continuing; . 
programrnsd by FY 19*78. 



.'o No production decision on binary munitions has been made, nor . 
.. has any modernization program been undertaken pending further 
.review of national policy in this area. Various studies. are in 
'- progress to better develop the DoD position. . ... 




^Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (UN) 
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Issue: What should be the M-X development pace? 

1. Subject \ 

The M-X is 'envisioned as a large, highly accurate, MIRVed j 
missile (approximately 170,000 lbs) capable of being moved from 
aimpoint to aimpoint in a manner which will conceal its location 
such that all aimpoints , whether they be visible above-ground 
shelters or invisible subterranean trenches, are credible to the 
offense. If attacking weapons are added by the offense, additional 
aimpoints can be proliferated at relatively low cost. The M-X 
thus achieves a very high prelaunch survivability. . It will also 
retain the rapid response characteristics and positive command and 
control features inherent in a land based ICBM. 

2. Background }' ' ■ 



'Four new-generation Soviet ICBMs and^ jpaylpad 
..variants have been developed since the Vladivostok Accord. This 
evolving Soviet ICBM force with its improvements in accuracy, 
throwweight , targeting flexibility, and prelaunch survivability is 
a formidable threat to our land based missile force, as well as our 
cities. Additionally, vigorous Soviet missile RfjD effoTt beyond 

^ the current deployment activities indicates a Soviet trend towards 
improvement of their counterfcrce capability and a broadening by 
its potential base for rapid quantity and quality improvements. 

• . Survivability of U. S. land based ICBMs in the 1980s, as well. as a 
partial redress' of the growing throwweight imbalance, can be 
achieved by making the ICBM transportable and hard to an optimal" 
degree..' By providing credible aimpoints which are cheaper than the 
weapons required to destroy them, an arms race can he- avoided. 

" 3 . DoD Position - 1 , '- 

The DoD believes in the TRIAD as an absolute necessity for. 
' . strategic deterrence because the diversity of three entirely different 
systems will preclude a potential disaster by one technology break- 
through. ICBMs offer a unique capability not present in the other 
two legs of the TRIAD, nasely, capability across the entire tar get 
spectrum; a time urgent, hard target kill capability; -facility xor 
positive command and control; and an excellent inherent capacity 
for redressing throwweight imbalances. As the ICBM is vital to the 
- TRIAD, its survivability should therefore be insured. ' • • 



" \ 

) ■ • • ' : • 

4- Current Status | 

M-X technology has proceeded in the advanced development 
stage for severally ears , particularly in the areas of guidance 
and propulsion. \ 

Basing moae studies have been 
accomplished, indicating_ that' the shelter and .trench concepts 
as the most promising. / 



5. Funding (Millions) \ 

FY 78 79 80 81 , 82 



. ■ •'• •- ' .*; ' '• SLBM/TRIBENT II 

Issue: Why do y:c>. need "TKIDEKT I' iaissilc for a neJ ' SLB?;? 

1. ' Sub ject / : • t . * . 

: ' ' * . * * ■■;>'■:. ■• ' • 



2. . J^Cj.: g round I . . • •■:.'-"■„ '■'. ■ 

, ' ll } ™ T strategic TRIAD the SLBM force' at sea is" the Jc^t 
cargstable by opposing strategic system-;. ~ 



• +4 ^. f < . - , -J TRIDENT II" represents" another 

timely step m the efxort of expanding the "haystack". - 

3. DoD Position \ : ' f ..- • ; 
. — — • ■ - 

?n?5SS T of the T elative invulnerability and increased kmc^v 
St V a -' J r;\ l s T lnfi » an overly development of the TRIDENT if 

de^ir^ile ZC ne * sub33ari3ie capability is considered hi £ hly 

4. • Current Status ! i ■■ v *'. . 



5 V ?»n din^; (Millions) \ 

PY_77 S Prior . ' 78" 



79 



80 
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0 r i g i n a t o r : DDR 5 B ■ 



?i;rpoao; To describe weapons sys terns under development which. 



light be: 



• ~ Construed as having- a .first strike 

■ V~ V ; capability t; .. f^:- . .. • 

- Subjects of concern in aras control. 
. .negotiations because of: -AO-' 
•■ "' •*•■:. '■'"..-■•' ■ ' 

Possible verification problems.'' 
'-"►•Possible threats to Soviet strategic 
'■ -war-making capabilities.' 



1 * Possl bTe First St rike Weapons! 



The "only conceivable 'reason for our .attempting a first 
strike would be to disarm the Soviets, i v e., to deliver a 
surprise initial attack of such magnitude as to reduce to 
-2 .relatively negligible level the Soviet capacity for • 
retaliation.. Otherwise, we-invite their retaliation. They 
have an assured second strike capability " - - achieved through 
a TRIAD similar to our own '-. which, we cannot: obliterate by 
any present or proposed capability, or- ever: by capabilities 
which, are still in the real™ of speculation. At least twice 
in the last thirty years the Soviets did" not have an assured 
retaliatory capability; they were engaged in provoking- us ; 
and .yet, it was not in our nature to attempt even limited 
military action against them, . 

The ability to execute a disarming- first strike . requires' 
three essentials: .."■..'.:■/■•.'■.-,-. .. 

'• - Accurate location of all Soviet strategic -weapons. - 
■; :"' - Sufficient weapons to" attack effectively a 1 1 Soviet . 

strategic weapons. •;. .. .. „•...-"■ • . 

.. * - t Surprise. . ... .-. J. y:;:: r ■. ; '. /..'": .'.•- 

V/e do not possess either of the first "two" military capabili 
.ties and our open society forecloses the third essential. 
Still, there are some who believe that the development of 
certain weapons systems poses a potential first strike capa- 
bility.' In this context, a hard target kill (HTK] capability 
is most often cited as a first strike capability. An HTK . 
capability would be necessary but not sufficient, without 
satisfying the above criteria, for a first strike. \}:S. HTK 
capabilities and goals derive from a desire for effectiveness 
and efficiency in a retaliatory role, and for those weapons 
targeted against his strategic nuclear forces to destroy 
his residual or reserve force to preclude coercion or further 
war-making capacity after the onset of hostilities . • 



:/."•'" Not only do we not seek a first strike capability , we 
seek to reduce incentives for an opponent to strike first in 
a crisis situation: by providing our forces with such char- 
acteristics, that an aggressor would not significantly change 
the outcome by striking first in a crisis. ." .This is the 
essence of strategic stability . . ■ 

.Those systems most frequently criticized as having a 
first strike capability are: - - 



which will .be"" deceptively based 



'ihr$0*: among a large number of hardened aim points . It' will satisfy - 
vVv^&T ^requirements-. for, . (1) -multiple aim point, basing to redress - 
O£i0^the increasing- vulnerability- of silo based ICBM-' 5; (2) greater 
r payload . to somewhat offset the existing Soviet throw-weight. ■■: 
>: : ^ " advantage in new KKI's and SLBM's-, and, (3) the capability .. 
to _attack effectively an expanded and harder set of. targets. 

-V-vj£fev> - : " • Through M-X development we seek the ability to: 

• . maintain a credible second strike which is in fact that which . 
£^ ' deters a Soviet first strike. y However the ultimate founda- 
tion of the credible second strike is in numbers of deployed 
"Weapons and not in the weapon system development. They are 
''■■■'■iH'I.': separable considerations. " .'■ .;>•:• " :. - 

.•i-^^v'-'*' -^"*M-X- multiple 'aim point basing is criticized by some on 
:-p>",;V the grounds that it is difficult to verify numbers of missiles. 
Z"ir~£r> We note that while this- may be true in- the general case, . 
^c|&.. c ^P lo ym ent . constraints can be devised which permit high con- 
f idence counting even without on-site inspection and that .-• 
on-site counting is quite reliable, in any event. Banning -■; 
.mobile missiles is tantamount to- giving up on ICBM's, since 
3^-1 it is only a matter—of time before the survivability of. U.S. ■ -V 
Sv^fe-- silo- based ICBM' s will be unacceptably. low. : Further, mobile ; 
". ICBM' s , because of their high survivability , do not invite a 
first strike-_'(there'-is- no premium .for striking first) and ......I:--' 

^ cnce represent , a stabilizing'inf luence. '• 
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b. Improved Yield and: Accuracy . for MINUTEMAN'.'. 
• MINUTEMAN III is being improved,' 



/ These i are interim 
improvements to redress throw-weight asymmetries and maintain 



^ M?x:,^i< 1 f3 u iT? lence .P-] din2 the "vaUability of M-X. Hunbers 

j i ■ . - III are inadequate, even with improved accura-y 

and higner. yield, to represent a first strike threat. * 

c. MaRV (Maneuvering Reentry Vehicle) J" 

Ma 5 V ' s are potentially applicable to any ballist^r 
missiie. mey have two applications. One is for evading" 
defensive missiles,, the other, is for improving overall missile 
system accuracy. J 



■ As .with other weapons systems or components, this 

development does not threaten any adversary/ Further, deployed 
quantities can satisfy, potentially only one of the three 
essential criteria for a fir*st strike. 

d. Bombers and Cruise Missiles. 

■ -- v 

? ' T 5 GS f re P reserit no conceivable first strike potential 

because of the long flight times involved. - 

.2. Subjects' of Concern - Verification 

. a. M-X: Discussed. above under first strike. 

/ b. Cruise Missiles: Two cruise missiles are currently 
i?,^,3f anC '! d deve ^P^ent: the air launched cruise missile 
(ALCM) and the TOMAHAWK sea launched cruise missile. The 
ALCM, deployed on B-52s, could significantly enhance bomber 
force effectiveness by diluting Soviet air defenses, supple- 
menting penetration range, and providing increased overall 
targeting flexibility. There are two versions of the TOMA^AV/-'. 
The conventionally armed anti-ship TOMAHAWK will provide the " 
Navy amucn needed capability to insure that our ships and' 
submarines will not be out-ranqed by potential adversaries 
Tne nucxear armed Land Attack TOMAHAWK could be deoloved on 
submarines surface ships aircraft, and mobile land 'launchers- 
xor tacLical or strategic attack. 

Both ALCM and TOMAHAWK are highly accurate flexible 
inexpensive weapons. They are small, aerodynamic vehicle^" 
that fly at high subsonic speeds at very low altitude ma\^c. 

^Sr-^P' dlfflCUl V° dctact ancI destroy. They use common' 
TukCoM terrain matching guidance, system turbine er*i^e - ! 
nuclear warhead. . ° " ' 



: ' O •; ' J:'; • y# -• ' -^Hv^V^U- . ■ /" < 

" ■*""-*lt is expected that a 'decision will' be made in the next few' 
■: months on whether to enter engineering development with 

either ALCM or TOMAHAWK or both. ■ • ; •— tvi 

I£ cruise missiles are covered in future SAL agreements 
; there, could be two aspects .of compliance verification to be 
-".-addressed. The first aspect could be verification of the 
total number of cruise missiles deployed or in storage and 
■ tne second could involve limit's on range of the missiles....- 

'"- - >):? 



"■•;"„^. There is no known adequate technical basis for veri- '" 

- fiably... cons training cruise missile range. For example, some 
.: v ■ current Soviet missiles, with substantially less range than 
• @ tne potential U.S. cruise missiles, are physically much lar«-r 
• .5v^ n the-U.S v cruise" missiles would be. An overriding con- 6 " 
, . ;sideration bearing on the problem of limiting cruise missile 
range is the fact that the geographical distribution of Soviet 
, f ... targets retires a long range for U.S. cruise missiles - 

whereas heavy coastal population 3nd industrial concentration 
. m tne United States permits attack by short range Soviet 

V. . cruise missiles. There : is no realistic way to differentiate 
between tactical and strategic cruise missiles,- 

Z '_ Subje ct of Concern - Threats to Soviet S trategic War- . 
; ■ ' - Making Ca pabi lities " ; ; : ' 

: '.. a * .U.S. Offensive Systems: . Discussed in 1. above. " .' •' ;.. 

.... .. ABM: V!c have no deployed ABM capability. IVe have a 

program (~$200M) in advanced component and systems technology-; 
..No .-weapons system is under development. ABM RfjD has the ° 

. ..l 0 . 1 .l. owin " objectives which, represent no threat to any Soviet 
strategic war-making capability: 

';.-•'• ; ■- "Maintain a capability to develop and deploy an ABM 

v ; system should one be required for defense' of ICBM 
-'-'. •' :. v forces, C-> systems, or other high value targets. 
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"---'Maintain the U.S. lead in' ABM technology through 
v •.■ investigation of advanced components, technologies , 
. ar.d systems concepts that could yield a technologi- 
: ; " -. cal breakthrough. •* ' .. 

C. Space Defense:! 



0 



SPECIAL" NUCLEAR MATERIAL." ■ '■■ 



Issue: Does U. S. run short of special nuclear Materials for 
its weapons? 

'"*."'« ' ' .1 .' ■ .•';...••■.'*•'/ . .' 

1. Subject f ...■* ' • 

The term special nuclear materials (SNM) , consists o£ enriched 
uranium, plutonium, and tritium- ; "~ 



'• 2 . Background \ 



. • o There are two alternatives v. : hich_ may be considered: 



o i 



2 



o ERDA has "mothballed" capacity)] 

5. DoD Position (U) 

. N/A . ;.- • ,, " .'• ■ 

4. Current Status j ■ • 



5. .' F unding T g T ] 
. N/A 



Originator: DDR5E 
Date: 



50 No veneer 19 7 6 




h. Current "Status 



._ . _« 

. _ P 



5. Funding (Millions) '.' 

^ 76 & Prior 77 73 ■ "79 80 8]_ 

! > -9-2 •'■ 12.0 "7 " 



; 'HIGH ENERGY USERS . ' V/';; 

1. Subject of interest ^--v-'.:^'' V:"" r '"f§'S . 



"2. D^ckg round ■ . ' \ ' • 

devetop^Vs™!™ iS e " entia "" >» the exp.oratory .nearly advanced 
■ . o We have made a concerted effort to focus on teeh^-l™., j 



avo: g 
app] lea- 



5 L 



than°u 5ua ! ^ '"^'V-* strong" ^ 



3-- DoD Position ^ ) 
H 
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i (T^\ TIATO AIRB ORN E EARLY UARNTrTG (AEW) A IKCRAFT ' . 

■ Pi'JJBLE-i: NATO has a need for an airborne early warning aircraft to 

■ provide the key element in establishing control_of the air environ- 
ment "wherever NATO forces are' engaged. 



Tri -Major NATO Commanders requirement has been stated for a force cf 
these aircraft. A decision on this matter will have to be evade dori'-p 
the Feb-May 1377 tins frame. 

II. BACKGROUN D . . " . - ' ; . ' 

Since 1973 the US has proposed that NATO accept the USAF E-3A AUACS 
Cor a derivation thereof) as the candidate aircraft to satisfy the 

• Tri-Hajer NATO Commanders RCC for a force of NATO Airborne Early Nam- 
ing aircraft. Several different NATO committees, study groups, and 

■ steering committees have been formed to provide recommendations on 

aircraft type, configuration, force size, ground interface modifications 
with BADGE, Strida II, UKADGE, and 4G7L/412L. " " """ 



"1 



. .. Other NATO nations such as Norway and 

Netherlands have expressed strong support, but 



Tha cost recent ejqjression of NATO this, natter was at the S Decei&cr 
; 1976 NATO Defense Planning Committee Renting. .At that roeting tlie^KATO 
■ Defense 'Ministers reaffirmed the importance of a NATO AEW -force and agreed 
to a meeting of high level experts in early January -1977 to ezaroin ^'finan- 
cial aspects to be followed shortly thereafter by a meeting of Defense 
Ministers tc decide whether or not to proceed. 

III. DoD POSITION : • : : " 



I7 ' S tatus; DoD representatives are preparing for participation in 

the meeting of the NATO high level experts to be held in January 1977. 



. NET TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT— U.S. vs. USSR RDT&E 



1. Subj e ct of Interest : The relative capabilities of the U.S. and 
USSR for performing military RDT&E. 



2. Background: 



These analyses show the USSR outspending the U.S. in. 
military RDT&E for at least' the last six years. 

More substantive comparisons take into account differences in RDT&E 
style (e.g., willingness to innovate), market base for technology 
advances, and relevance to system mission capability. A judgmental 
assessment has been made taking these factors into account, and 
indicates a comprehensive pattern of .improvement in the quality of 
Soviet military RDT&E. Although U.S. technological quality 
"generally continues to surpass that of the USSR, the combination of 
Soviet quantitative advantage and quality improvements is of serious 
concern to future U.S. national security. 

3. DoD Position: The U.S. leads overall in military technology, and 
needs^to retain the lead to maintain — at reasonable cost — a military 
balance with the USSR, so as to deter global conflict and deter or 
win limited wars. The U.S. has an inherent advantage, in that 
advances in several militarily "important technologies are jointly 
supported by the military and commercial markets (e.g., aircraft gas 
turbines, semi-conductor and integrated-circuit industries, and 
computers). There is no counterpart to this joint market support in 
"the Soviet Union. Soviet RDT&E effort in the past has generally 
emphasized continuity of effort and incrementalisei, but in recent 
years 'they have shown that they can pull ahead of the U.S. if there 
is no- U.S. commercial base and DoD does not support technology 
advances (e.g., chemical warfare) . Today, Soviet military RDT&E 
exhibits increasing willingness to invest in high-risk technologies 
with potentially great payoff in military applications. The U.S. can 
beat the Soviets without commercial support if DoD chooses to do so 
(e.g., air-to-air avionics and military space systems), despite the 
advantages to Soviet intelligence from the U.S. open society. . 

A. Current Status : The U.S. has shown the Soviets that superior 
technology can offset numerical advantages in materiel and personnel. 
Declared Soviet science/technology policy is to surpass the U.S., 
but they have signalled key deficiencies by aggressive attempts to 
transfer technology from the U.S. If" 



ODDR&E 
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u - : — , ... However, 

theia are gaps i» our understanding of sor.e Soviet mHltary RCt'e 

/ f:" 1V : tl "'"'' hlch a?pear to be reiated t0 vital mission arecs of 

/ U " S - Three steps need to be taken to avoid technological 

surprise: . (1) Continue to monitor and assess Soviet RDT&E 
?^ Ci w i ; 1SS . and thelr P° tential relationships to the military balance 
C2) Lalntaxn a vigorous R&D effort to generate technological options" 
in. areas where our vulnerability is uncertain and risk of surprise 
is great. (3) Maintain a persistent and coherent program of RDTS" 
for advancing and exploiting militarily important technology areas 
where U.S. is strong. In addition, the U.S. must develop new 
. ; strengths for application in selected mission areas where Soviet 
efforts are creating an imbalance. ■ . 



• * . ■ 
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Budget Related Issue 
CHAIR HERITAGE 



Issue: (U) The Navy has been prevented by. Congressional action from 
continuing the Chair Heritage Program at]_ " ~~! funding levels. 

History: | "_ ~ ~_ ZZ"_" ' ' 



_.. S \Z The fiscal 

1977 request for authorization contained an Exploratory Development 
and an Advanced Development project in support of Chair Heritage, 
The Advanced Development program, budgeted at $3. 4M, was to 
initiate the development of an Advanced Test Accelerator (ATA),. • 
These funds were deleted by the Joint Committee on Armed Services 
pending recommendations from a review of the Chair Heritage pro- 
gram by the JASON Committee. * 

(U) The JASON Committee completed its study and reported favorable 
regarding program continuation. The results of the JASON review 
and the proposed program were presented to the Congressional staffs 
and a request for approval to proceed was sent to the HASC. However, 
HASC concurrence has not been received. All FY 77 funds are deferred 
pending resolution of this issue. \ 

» ■ ■* . 

Position: (U) HASC - Current position is not known. Impending meeting 
with HASC staff may clarify situation. 



ODDRScE 



Impact: (U) Delaying this program for more than a year will break' up 
the leading team in Lawrence Livermore Laboratory and delay the 
answers needed to establish the feasibility of the use of this machine 
as a viable weapons system, • . ■ 

*A DARPA Advisory Committee . ■ ■ ' . 
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CAKHQS LAUNCHED GUIDED PROJECTILE COPPEKHEAD (CLCP) 



-* ??Sj?1Z5.' Amy has bean in- Engineering Development since 1975 

on a 155mm Cannon Launched Guided Projectile with terminal homing capa- 
bility, and has the program on contract to Martin-Marietta. The Navy 
has also been doing- similar in-house work c:i a 5" p;oj-ectile for ship- 
board use and nore recently has done work on an S" guided projectile. 
DoD has continually stressed commonality of the Navy 5" and the Amy 
_155bso rounds,) " : - 



._ On the other hand, the House Armed Services 

Committee has continued to reduce Army funding for COPPERHEAD thus 
delaying the program, while directing that more commonality studies be con- 
ducted. , 

2. Bachgrjound: Martin Marietta Aerospace and Texas Instruments Incorporate 
vere selected in February 1972 for participation in Advanced Development. 
During this phase the major subsystems of the COPPERHEAD (CLG?) ware gun. ". 
fired to determine survivability. The two contractors, with different 
design concepts, were authorized to enter, into the Validation Phase of 
Advanced Development in September 1973. P """ ' ™ 



\~ ;DSARC" II was' held ''on~i9 June "1975," resulting "in authoriza- 

tion to enter Full Scale Engineering Development. Martin-Marietta was 
awarded an Engineering Development Contract on 25 July 1975. The contract 
modification for the restructured contract* necessitated by Congressional 
reduction in FY 76/7T was signed 25 Jun 76 and increased the program by 
$5M. A task force chaired by with Army, Navy, and Marine Corps 

members, conducted a guided projectile commonality study during May thru 
Sep 76. This study was completed and forwarded to Congressional Armed 
Service Committees on 27 Se? 76. The task force recommended that both 
5" and 155mm guided projectile development should be continued. In 
view of the above, the Army was authorized to initiate Producibility 
Engineering Planning (PEP) on 15 October 1976. The HASC subsequently 
held up PEP and approval to initiate it was given to the Army on 3 December 
1976 with liability limited to $350,000 and efforts to stop at end of 
February 1977. . '.■ .:,.. ■■• *: . •• * . • . . 

3. DoD Position: " ~~ "~ ------ ~ 



IMPACT OF. PROCUMBENT CHANGES 
O.N TflE F1S 



- 1 * Problem ; The Fis program 



L ■ 

2. Back ground: j 



3. ■ DoD Position: ; 



4. Current Status: The PSD's reflect these char;. 



AIR TO AIR MISSILE INVENTORY 
Problem : USN and U£\F fighter aircraft are j 



• \ 



Background : A number of factors have caused a shortage of air-to-air 
guided missiles. The War in Vietnam caused expenditures to be high 
both for combat and training, the increasing cost of new missiles .. 
results in reduced quantity buys, and the low missile kill probability 
translates into a requirement for more missiles to meet substan- 
tially the same threat. In addition, development programs for 
new missiles (AIM-7F and AIM-9L) both ran into problems which 
resulted in delays and further exacerbated the inventory, problem. 
DoD Position : J 



' . For the immediate future, we must strive to develop a 

new generation of missiles which (a) are more affordable by virtue 
of lower cost of acquisition and ownership, (b) have a higher kill 
probability so that we need to procure them in fe.<er numbers, and. 
(c) can be developed on schedule j" 
Current Status ^/ 



These missiles will be joint 




-.CONVENTIONAL AIRFIELD ATfACK HI SSI I J: 



Problem: Do we need a Conventional Airfield Attack Missile (CAAM)? 

B ackground : The combination of the Warsaw Pace Air Force nu-nbers 
disparity coupled with their opportunity to initiate an attack 
against fiATO air bases continues to bo" a difficult problem. Our 
effort to counter the Red advantage has in the past included 
sheltering of our aircraft, deployment of ground and air defenses 
and providing a conventional strike second capability utilizing, 
attack aircraft. The interdiction of Pact Main operating air 
bases (MDBs) is difficult because of the combination of defenses 
and weather. j 



- F 



j' The" prime candidate for the CAAM is 



DoD Position: i 
■ . .. . - 



Current Status: The PBDs reflect the DoD position with 
initial funding established in FY7S. 




\ 
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GENERAL SUPPORT ROCKET -SYSTEM (GS?.3) 



!- Problem: 



- ..: 




since 1973. Army Joint Working Group (JWG) was estabV: shed ' i n Februa 



on a threat provided by the USA Field Ar fill cry School (FAS)", 'in mid- 
197^, DA directed a study of. the Artillery S-.stea (Task Force CATTLEKi KG) 
which considered two GSRS concents. * : - 



i The JWG prepared a Letter of Agreement (LOA) which ires" " : " 

approved by DA In September 1375- A Special Study Group (SSG) was 
subsequently formed to conduct an in-depth investigation of GSP.S concepts. 

. and arrive at a recommended approach to fulfil! the system .need.' The 
threatwas the impetus behind the requirement, and was a major factor in- 
determining the required physical and performance ch? ryctcristt cs of the 
GSRS. Using a representative target list, a iisquest for Proposal kss 
released to industry in December 1975 to assist in determining the best 
technical approach (B7A). Five contractors were chosen to assist in 

■•development of system concepts end to propose in-depth technical and., 
cost tradeoffs and program cost and schedule data, in addition, a survey 
of foreign rocket system technology was conducted for appi ication. The.'. 
SSG then proceeded with a Cost and Operational Effectiveness Analysis 
comparing the BTA to foreign, existing U.S. and parametric systems. 




^.Status: The Amy Is preparing for . DSAP.C I on jj 



• v. 



»."':■' ■■ 




■•■.CAD(LW) 
. LTC Cass 
• ' 3 Dec: 76 
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ikfraz-ied thagi>::: i;rE ; C!:r. 

(For Air to Grc\:nd) 



ProMcrat The Air Force has receive-.: ^-."ARC; oo^o-cl to c-;-ter En»iuo;».ri~ 
Development with the MAVERICK nssile with a a Iriiiv.r^c Ir^gi-g Seeker" (IIR) 
The Navy cow agreed to utility 13.VEr.ICK IIP., while the Ar=.y is not pre- *~ * 
.sently. fully supporting developwer.t o£ ar. .iasci-^K weaker for ESLLFISE . 



2. Background : Efforts have been on-going at the Army Missile Coasaand 
Eince 1972 to develop an irking seeker suitable for feeliborne use on a ■.*■"■ 
snail diaaeter missile. Contractors involved in this Exploratory Develop-' 
tnent have been Hughes and Texas Instruments. Purirg the same tiaef rasie 
the Air Force has more enegcticslly fund ad an Advanced Deveiooaent pro- ■ 
gram with Hughes for a MAVERICK seeker. They are cow ready for Engineering 
Development to cosaence in April 1377. The Usvy, vhile earlier supporting 
BULLDOG and a non-insging seeker, is no:- supporting VWEEIC*: inaging. 

3. DoD_ ?osition : f* ~-' '■" 



*• Statu?;; Air Force starts ED in April 2.Z77 o:; "AV'D.ICF: IIR for AF/ 
Navy use. The Amy is working a very Ic- le-el 6.2 effort in FY 77, while 
planning a noainal 6.3 start in FY 7S for ?. HELLFijx" -.raging seeker. . Join; 
operational tests are being conduct; ed| " 



Enclosure 3 
Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 5 



Technology Base Funding Increase 

Control of Size. of In-House Technology Base Program 
DOD Use of Animals in Research 
Chemical Warfare-Biological Defense 
Chemical Warfare Policy 

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement (also on Enclosure 2) 
Weather Modernization 
Computer Software 
Bombers 

Briefing Paper (also on Enclosure 2) 
Ballistic Missile Defense 
High/Low MIX 
XM1 Tank Program 

FRG/UK/US Tank Gun Firing Trials 

NATO Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft (also on Enclosure 2) 
Test and Evaluation Efficiency 
Major Range and Test Facility Base 

TRIDENT I Flight Test Program at the Eastern Test Range (unintelligible 
w/deletions) 

Independent Research and Development 

Export of Technology i 

Standardization and Interoperability within NATO 

Human Resources & Manpower RfiD 




* TECHNOLOGY BASE FUNDING INCREASE 



.Su bject of Interest : The term Technology Base: refers to the Defense 
Research (6. i) and Exploratory Development (6. 2) categories of the 
RDT&E budget, and part of the Advanced Development '6.. 3) category. 

2» Background: The Technology Ease const; luLus approximately 20% 
of the DoD RDT&E budget. It is the foundation for' the RDT&E program 
and provides the technology options for new techniques, new systems 
and better manpower use leading toward improved military capability. 
The Technology Base contributes to the economic health ox the nation 
through commercialization of R&D by-products. The Technology Base in 
performed in the in-house laboratories a-s wall at through contractual 
efforts with universities, and industry r ." ~ ~ ~ ■ 



The Technology Base effort decreased about 4.0% in terms of constant 
dollars beginning in FY 64. This trend 'war, reversed through increased ' 
financial support to the Technology Base beginning iu FT 76. This 
increase has been supported by DoD and the AimaJ Cervices Committees 
and the Appropriations Committees, 

3 - P°5JPsMil£B.: The Technology Base F.s our fo^Iaiioa icr the fctarc 
security of the nation. It has given us "some nobble firsts in military 
capabilities; including initiatives in laser systems,- .Improved jst engines, 
improved aerodynamics, advanced simulators .'or av,de>: graduate pilot 
.training, improved materials, night vision device::, couununi cat ions ' 
technology and reduced mortality lor the combat in-;:; > -d. ' \ ' 



Cur re nt Status : The PPGM specifics en mere-.-.:-; In Research ffi. ?-) . 
of a minimum of 10% per year in constant dollars through FY 80 and, 
further, that Exploratory Development (c. 2) shall not be decreased 
below the FY 78 budget request in constant dollars in vy 79-83. It 
goes on to specify that the percentage of 6. \ achieved In FT 80 to the total 
KDT&E budget and the percentage of 6. 2 achieved in FT 78 to the total 
HDT&E budget will jje maintained as the minimum guidance level in 
subsequent years. _ 

■1- -. . . ~ * ". : " " _ . " ." : ^ c(i > 

.- " ... '." .". . . V. ' ~" This "... '- 

increase will continue the trend toward reinvigorating our Technology 
Base program and will -serve as tangible evidence of a renewed commit- 
ment to technological superiority on the part of the DoD and Congress. 



'. Budget Related Issue 

CONTROL OF SIZE OF IN-HOUSE TECHNOLOGY BASE PROGRAM 

' • . • •. . 

Is£u_e_: We are restructuring the Technology Base program by decreasing 
the amount of work done in-hcuse and increasing the amount done in 
industry and universities. 

Histo ry: The DoB Technology Base ):?s three major participants (the 
in-house laboratories, industiy and universities), each performing a 
unique part of the overall program. Over the past ten years there/has 
been a decrease of approximately 40% in the level of effort' in the DoD 
Technology Base program. This decrease has been taken primarily in 
the university and industry programs while the in-house effort has 
remained essentially level. The in-hours portion had increased from 
approximately 23% of the tot:;}. Technology Base program in FY 68 to 
approximately, 43% in FY 74. We are restoring the level of effort as 
well as the. balance between participant.* by increasing the funding in the 
program, directing that the increase go primarily to the university and 
industry programs and by a manpower drawdown of approximately 10% 
in the in-house RDT&E prcgiam. Our goal is to reduce the in-house 
portion of the DoD Technology Base program to approximately 30%. 

Position; In FY76 the Air .Force program was approximately 43% in- hour: 
the Navy 41%, the Army 60%, and, with DAP, FA and DNA essentially all 
contract, the overall DoD level is 38%. We arc continuing to control the 
in-house program by establishing a maximum level of effort' for the Army 
Navy, and Air Force, in FY 77. • 
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^ .*."-' DOD USE OF ANIMALS IN RESEARCH ' 

gqfeject of Is sua: Periodically, •w".-rs;: public and Congressional 

•' . interest to DoD using animals in research, especially beagles, occur:;,. 

History: Annually in the Spring, several animal protective associations 
and Congressional members reopen 3et*:er campaign which questions 
the need for, the proper care of, and use of ajiixnals in research. A 
. 'favorite tactic has been to associate trd-j compla-int with a DoD program 
that is also judged unpopular or inhumane by other groups, such as ' 
chemical warfare agent development, and to use this as a basis for 
getting restrictions on animal use placed into DoD budget and authoriza- 
T . tion legislation. The constraints, however, are written -in a maimer 
. . malcing them applicable to more than DoD and more than the unpopular 

program to which they are attached (i e t . aJl F irally caipported research.!. 

r"" • P.ff.Q- ?o s i M on : Testing using nnioacls :r cuaoi,:]:! :c:: the conduct of DoD 
research in the medical and life sciences aree . "ub,-. trhrr.es for animals 
f are used to the ma;dir.un5 possible. 

. I ■ — . _ .We comply with all jsvv and guidelines regarding 

■ '. the proper use of animals. This -has been published in DoD .Instruction 
^ '. 3216,1, Folicy on Animals in. DoD KDT£-.j£, Clhn: oral investigations and 
Instructional Programs. Without use of i-hm :>!-• hi testing, the B.&D 
programs to establish standards for hurna 2 e^p-'-.vare to'toric substance, 
. combat trauma and blood substitute care, pro car', u-ae and materials and 
•'; new drugs and vaccines could not be ra^.hheied for hears sn. use. 
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CHEMICAL WARFARE-BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE 



Sub ject of Issu e: Chemical warfare and chemical/biological fCW/BD) 
defense programs. 

2. t Background ;. ' •V- : »:-',. ' 

o Program Objectives: In support of current national policy, these ■ 
' programs are designed to maintain a deterrent to possible use of 
CW/BW against U.S. or Allied forces and to provide a retaliatory 
capability if deterrence fails. The emphasis of the program is to 
. ; • provide the necessary defensive equipment and procedures to warn 
of, withstand, and recover from an attack. The effort includes an 
. assessment of the threat and the vulnerability of U.S. forces. . 

Vo The USSR has the world's greatest capability to. operate in a 
. ; CW environment. . '• ..- , "... , • . •; 

" o The US retaliatory stockpile requires modernization to be credible; 
major improvements in the defensive posture are required. 

: ... o Strong Congressional opposition csdsts to the development of / 
binary munitions (a new, safe packaging configuration where non- 
. lethal components form the same toxic chemicals as the present 

stockpile when fired) as a means of modernization; good Congres- 
. sional support exists for an improved defensive capability, 

• _ ; o RDT&E is generally adequate; however, procurement of defensive 
'-'equipment and troop training needs improvement s;rid emphasis. 

3c DoD Position .'_). \ \*. ; ';' ' "*" 

V&f*"° Su PP orts effort to improve US forces capability to operate in a 

v . chemical/biological environment; encourages Allies to follow similar 
t course. . ■:■ .* . : 

o Supports limited effort to modernize retaliatory capability. 
4. Current Status - " '■;* • ■ :"■ . '}'•?. ■ ■ 

° 0SD guidance in PPGM'and DPPG*emphasizes defensive programs,, 
. " both in RDT&E and procurement, while maintaining through selected 
segments of general purpose forces the capability of limited retaliation. 

♦Planning Programming Guidance Memorandum ODDR&E (E&LS) 

**Defense Policy and Planning Guidance . . : 2g Novembcr 19?6 



.... o The Department of the Army has completed one study, "Chemical 
Warfare Policy, 1980-1990," prepared by the Strategic Studies 
Institute. A similar study is in progress by Stanford Research [ . 

Institute, using the same threat analysis and terms of reference, ' 

. . funded jointly by the Army and the ASD(ISA). The JCS is developing, 
under contract with IDA, a system for estimating chemical munition 

\ requirements utilizing a two-sided wargame scenario based on an 
analysis of targets. The Army has a similar effort in progress at 
the Concepts Analysis Agency. The Director (FfeE) ba. completed 
a. contract study with SPC Corp. analyzing chemical warfare program 
- ■ issues. NSSM 192 which discusses current national policy alternatives 
' is still outstanding. ' T 

_■ _ _ _____ I 

° Procurement of defensive equipment and training is being emphasised 
..in both Departments of Army and Air Force; Department of -Navy con- ' 
. tract study in progress to define scope and specific needs. 



• Budget Related Issue • 

'CHEMICAL WARFARE Policy ' ■' 

1. gubjectoOssue: Long-standing Chemical Warfare (CW> policyis- 
no-fxrst use of CW, maintain a chemical w.vfare capability to deter " ' 
tne use of CW against the US or its Allies and to-be able to retaliate in 

-land should deterrence fail, and - be able to protect the US forces 
against CW attacks. . 1Qrces 

* » 

2. Background: The above policy has been stated many timers most ' 
recently in 1969 when the US relinquished any biological warfare capability, 
fa January 1975, the US ratified both the Geneva Protocol and the Biological 
Weapons Convention (BWC). The Geneva Protocol bans first use of CW 
only £1 nce all major powers retain the right to retaliate in-kind. The BWC 
binds all parties to continue negotiations on an agreement banning chemical 
weapons.; " "' L ' V ""*-"" L -« S ^ 

A number of studies by the Department of the Arm*' a W i rv 
CPT-V) ihn rrc * i 4.L -KT ' --ru/, A^Jfl^.-i.}, Director 

?nT t ?' y £i * e iU various Sts ^ ec °' completion. . The 

Congress frequented the GAO to ..view the total CW poKcy and postare. 



3 * P°P Positio n.; Supports extensive efforts to improved, protective 
posture through R&D and procurement and encourages Allies to follow 
similar course; supports limited efforts to maintain a retaliato-v 
capability. . - '"' "' 

4. _ Current Stains : 



OAD(E£...i J S) 

29 November 1976 



L 



;■ ; WEATHER MODIFICATION 
1. Issues: • . " ' " : : . *;*';/ 

a * Advertant Modifi cation. Senator Pell opposes DoD involvement in 
weather modification, and has been instrumental' in involving the U.S. in a 
treaty to prohibit military weather modification,. 

r __ b. Inadvertant Modification. ; 



2. Background ; 



- _. . • There is 

public concern, and in some cases fear, that man's weather modification 
activities may cause unacceptable damage and human suffering. 

DoD has been criticized for its precipitation enhancement operations over 
Vietnam. Senator Pell has pressed to restrain DoD from ail research or 
operations in weather modification. '. 

The U.S. is negotiating a convention, "The Prohibition of Military or Any- 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification. Techniques. " 



The Congress has asked the -Executive Agencies to conduct research into 
stratospheric pollution. 13 ASA and UOAA are tasked to conduct a research 
and- monitoring program, DoD operates. majority of facilities tha.t can ■ -. 
sample in stratosphere, but such routine sapling beyond DoD mi;-:<do..:, 

3. pop Position: ' • . "•! "•„•;' : • 

a. DoD presently is not engaged in any classified research or "opera- 
tions in weather modification. All DoD activities are reported to and 
published by the'rTational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 



:;v"- .' - . -COMPUTER SOFTWARE '"Vv^;-" 

Subject of Issue; DoD spends approximately $3 billion annually' 
Ln software development and test in new weapon systems, three 
times the computer hardware costs. Basic technology is mostly 
missing to improve the efficiency and standardization of software 
Utilization. Congress has repeatedly cut the software technology 
bct-gsts, and the Services have been reluctant to properly fund 
fch-:.- programs. . .-. ;.. '.• 

2- Background: This problem is now receiving a concerted OSD- 
wide effort, including ODDR&E, OASD(C), OASD{I&L); and DAR PA. 
Appropriate committees have been formed, a management plan 
drafted, and a DoD Directive 5000.29 was issued on the Management 
of Computer Resources in Major Defense Systems establishing 
policy. Reviews and meetings have been held with key people in 
frha Services and Congress to provide, an understanding of our 
programs and to receive their support. A major effort' in establishing 
a standard higher order language (HOI.) has been initiated. 

3. 'DoD Position: 



A C urrent Sta tu s : Y» r o;.k in this area is slowly gaining momentum. 
Tha HOL standardization is proceeding fairly well on schedule, but 
must be closely watched. Coordination among elements of OSD is 
quite effective. However, much work remains to initiate the appro- 
priate technology work in each of the Services, .''./; ; .' . . 



OAB(E&PS) 
1 Dec 76 



'■ •- . ... . • .bombers'; '■*.'.■..'.' 'V X '. 

Vssr.c: In the Missile Age. why do. wo -need bombers? 



1^ . c - , .'.o '*c t 

Combers remain the one leg of the TRIAD where U. S.. still re- 
tains significant numerical advantage over its Soviet counterpart : ' 
. This advantage is in both hard and soft target };ill capability. 
&rnb srs^ can be launched on warning and dispersed. The bomber is 

"allr.ble after launch; it can be rerouted enrour^; it can be 
used in different levels of conflict. The bomber can demonstrate 
U. S. resolve by adjustment of alert rate without actually entering 
into combat. Its long time to reach intercontinental targets pre-" 
eludes it as a first- strike force. The bomber force is thus a 
stabilizing fore-:-. 

Continued improvement of Soviet air defenses make the strategic 
Locber , 5i job increasingly difficult. Since the 1250s,- the B-57. 
if.es b<=.en the backbone of the bomber force. Improved avionics and 
addition of air launched missiles (SRAM) has permitted growth' capa- 
bility but the aircraft's basic technology ■ is that of the 1950.:. 
Large radar cross section, softness to blast effects and its bomb- 
v::-' ing and navigation system limit the continued potential of the B- 52 

The B-l is scheduled to enter the inventory in the early 19o0s„ 
Trie B-i will allow the continuance of the most- flexible leg of our 
TRIAD, the bomber, to maintain superiority over the Soviets with • - 
its improved penetration capability, low radar cross section, 
t.x.i>oi !•■.;.= avionics, and larger and more flexible weapon mix. 

"?^>B_ Positi on •• • ■ .. • . 

i 

I 

Current Status . '•''. ;'■ ,'; ' . 

• Some B-52 avionics improvements are continuing where practical 
and necessary to maintain its effectiveness. The development of 
the B-l is nearing completion. The great wealth of test data show 
that' the P-l is ready for production'. • •' 

i*" Ending (Millions) • - ... 

11 21 21 ' 21 JL2. "£I M 

129 487 I 

Originator: JlpRfiE^ 
_ ...... ' D.a.t.e.:, _ ' Ko'vT^K \ : r 1. « 7 



FY 76 

' 

000 



BALLISTIC" MISSILE DEFENSE 



l. Subject : : ' \ ""■ 

: '.'The Bal 1 1 st rc Missile Defense (BHD) program is comprised of two 
-'Complementary efforts — The Advanced Technology program and the- Systems 
"■Technology program. 

-.2. "Background ' ■' 
■■. -\ • ; ■ . • . i 

Our BMD efforts are directed at maintaining a technology lead ov«r 
the Soviets and supporting U.S. strategic offensive forces and Intelligence 
Agencies by maintaining an in-depth understanding of BHD technology. „, !. 
^These are sustained, broad-based efforts to investigate and develop new . - 
.. technologies and concepts and to provide a systems technology base for 
application to various types of future BMD systems. With the deactivation 
of the SAFEGUARD system we no longer have a deployed LMD system and with 
the reorientation of the Site Defense program we are tioC'dcv&loping an 
' operational system. . -.• 



The principal focus of the Systems Technology effort through 
will be directed toward terminal defense issues. Modest efforts 
being initiated on a non-nuclear intercept capability that could 
complement a terminal system^ and on a very low altitude concept 
applicable to the defense of a mobile ICBM force. These two new 
. v/i 1 1 form the basis for the future efforts and the level of fundi 
then requires consideration. V . 

V "*.'".■ ■ ' 

The BMD efforts are the Army's. only strategic programs. 



are also 



tasks 
r.g for 



DoD Posi tion 



h. C u r re n t^ St at u s 1 

... o Funding level is inadequate in FY 78 to properly support new tasks. 

o The BMD programs are the responsibility of the, Army. 
•5.' Funding (millions) FY 76 77 7S 79 M ii 



Advanced Technology 
-Systems Technology 



97-0 . 102.7 
100.0 100.1 



high/low md: 

Pr oblem : Is the High/Low Mix a viable concept for modernizing our 
forces. 

B ackgr ound : The Warsaw PACT presently has a quantitative advantage 
Ih weapon systems over the US and are increasing the quality of 
new systems as they enter their inventor)-. At the same time, the 
US is faced with the problem of increasing weapon system costs. 
The High/Low Mix is. a force structure planning concept which attcmp 
to offset these problems by procuring a small fleet of high- perform 
ance systems ("High") to counter the superior threat, and a larger 
fleet of lower-performance systems ("Lou-") to counter 'the average 
threat. The concept has been implemented by either developing larg 
numbers of "low" systems where we have a qualitative advantage, 
or to develop small numbers of expensive "high" systems for mission 
in which we have near parity of numbers. The 'latter approach has 
worked fairly well except that it forces a relatively fixed compos i 
tion because the "low" svstems are generally out of -production. 



In May 1974, the Secretary of Defense told the SASC that he would 
approve expansion of the Air Force tactical structure from 21 to 
26 wings. if the Air Force could develop and field large numbers of 
missionized versions of the YF-16 Lightweight Fighters such that 
the total cost of the 26 Wing force would not be .significantly 
greater than the previous 21 wing "high" force. 



DoD Postion: 



Current Status: The High/Low Mix concept xs ^^^/^f 
area plaimSTand Extended Planning Annexes which pi wide force 
structure estimates out to 15 years. Some examples of high/lov 
mixes in which we are developing low systems are the F-15/I 10, 
F-14/F-18 A-10. and FFG-7 Tatrol Frigate. High system mixes 
being developed ar^ the UrTAS/UiM, XM-l/M-60, AAH/ COBRA, and 
MICV/M-113. 



XKL TAKK PROGRAM 



1. ISSUE: : XM1 Tank/Leopard 2(AV) Tank Comparative Evaluatio 



2. BACKGR OUHD: " ' . " . • • 

a. The US Army and the FRG's Federal Ministry of Defense entered into " 
an agreement in December 1974 to make all reasonable efforts to achieve max- 
imum standardization on the XM1 and Leopard 2 tanks. As part of this agree- 
ment,, the US Array confirmed its intention to test the Leopard 2, as modified 
to meet US requirements, to the came ground rules and constraints established 
for the HiL and include it in a comparative test and evaluation. 

b. The competitive test of the US Chrysler and General Motors XM1 proto- 
types was conducted during the period February-April 1976. The comparative 
test of the FRG's Leopard 2 (American Version) (AV) was conducted during the 
period September-December 1976. 

c. In July 1976 an Addendum to the 1974 sgreeMsist s-.-as approved which 
concerned the procedures to be followed in ft tempt?.::,* to identify and ar.pli.Cy 
areas of potential standardization in the XL1 and Leopard 2 tank programs. 
L'ajor areas to be considered vera the main gun and siren* it ion, engine, track, 
transmission, and fire control. " ' 

d. Following a four-month delay in the XXL program to permit the contractors 
to resubmit: additional proposals based on the standardization addendum, Chrysler 
was awarded the full-scale engineering development contract on November 12, 1976. 

e. Access to XKL test results were closely controlled within the 'Array and 
OSD to protect the highly competitive nature of program. DD(T£E) evaluation 

of test results was performed by the assigned military staff assistant. DD(T«E) 
assessment of test results, released prior to selection of winning contractor, 
vas written in a generic sense. 

f. The UP is scheduled to select by Karoh 31, 1977, cither the Chrysler 
proposal or the FRG's Leopard 2 (A?) proposal for continued full-scaJe engineer- 
ing development.. 

g. Charges of lack of OSD and Army objectivity during test and subsequent- 
evaluation of Leopard 2(AV) have been raised in the press and by DGA Int. 1 ! repre- 
sentatives. These charges have been Manifested in press articles to the effect 
that OSD has predetermined the US tank to be superior to the Leopard 2(AV); DGA 
International representatives have discussed their apprehensions concerning obicc 
tive^ T&E analysis with various" Departments of State and Defense officials. 

3 . RECOMMENDE D POSITIO N : 



FKG/UK/US TANK GUH FIRING TRIALS 



1. ISSUE : Relative effectiveness of US 105ssij K68 gun with improved ammu- 
nition, FRG 120mm smoothbore gun and developmental amnuioition, and UK 120imo 
rifled gun with current and developmental ammunition. 

2. BACKGROUND : . - 

a. A PRG/UI'/I;3 joint evaluation of main armament systems fox train battle 
tanks V7as conducted between November 1373 and August 1975. The overall ob- 
jective of this Trilateral Tank Main Armament Evaluation vas to seel: a decision 
on a common solution for the main armament of the* FRG Leopard 2, the US XML , 
fnd the UK/ FRG Future Main Battle Tanr. (FM<T) « The cendidate systems studied 
in the evaluation were the FRG 120mm smoothbore system, the UK 110mm rifled 
bore system, and the US 105mm rifled bore system. 

b. The Trilateral Group recommended that production of the XM1 be ini- 
tiated using the improved 105mm system but consideration be giver* in the XK1 
program to possible incorporation of a l?.0mm a ream eat syster; at a later date: 
that the. fir:? t lot of Leopard 2 be produced with the IGSssa yysteu but the 
Leonard 2*s turret design optimised for a IZOav. ari--.7ran£ ays tern; cad th.-f an 
optimal main armament system, giving consideration to both smooth and rifjed 
bore designs but based initially on thr- FRG 12Um smoothbore system, be dave}- 
cped as expeditiously as possible for t~i-.» Leop:-.i.u 2 Lot 2, FK3T. and possible 
product improvement of the XM. 

c. In January 1976, the Secretary of Defer.?'- approved the- Army's recot- 
issndations to initiate production of the Hil \:ith the improved 105r.n: gur: sys-teu 
and plans for a cooperative development program for aii optimal ran]: main armajuu ! 
system for the long tcna future. The SocPef aI;o requested the Army to assure- 
that the production >afi design could accommodate: a 120ica gun with essentially no 

t change in the tank design other than the turret., i 



" d. A FRG/US July VJ7G addendum to origins! \:?;h 2-XJU specified and U3 
would strive for maximum standardization iu tank pro grains to include eventual 
use by both countries of 120i.-l'? gun. A January 15, 19'.'7, decision dare was 
established for selection' of the '120i:nj gun system desig-i- In July IV'/C, '..he. 
SHi tank program was delayed four months to per.-, sit US c:</ ■'.-meters an opportunity 
to present proposals based on the sts.nrjardiaatiud agreesic-^t. 

; e. Congress (I1ASC) objected to delay in Xtfl program and passed a resolution 
to effect that XK1 should be fielded with US 105dhc M68 gua. Further, the resol- 
ution stated the gun was not to ha replaced u>til threat dictates need for large: 
gun, and the 120mm gun proven, through tests, superior to thr: IG5«:a gun. 

■ f. FRG/UX/US conducted additional tank firing trials, November-December ir 
to include UK. 120mm rifled bore designs, to supplement 1975 Trilateral data 'a:'-- 
attempt to resolve FRG issues and relative merits or' 120mm smooth and rifled h' 

.3. RECOMMENDED POSITION r ' 
r ••— * 



!. Iss^e: Arc DD{T£E) policies under OoD Directive 5000 3 
resulting .in undue program delays, excessive costs, or both 
due to test requirements? . ° r DOlh « 

SlnT^fr^- 2 ?^ 1 carr y |n 9 out the directives which implc- 
thl a ! £ pmk^V. COrrect the. deficiencies highlighted by 
tlio Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, testing beyond that required • 

1 ' ' ICr Practices is often included in" the IUD pna.es 
oi system -acquisition programs. The testing itself, and " " 
the correct. on of deficiencies uncovered in testind sre 
significant elements in the cost of the RDT&E phases of the 
program and its duration. p " 01 the ■ 

Thus, observations and corrective act ions .which, under earli-r 
rrl r!?-'- an<i c| -: or 3 ed »'»h assessing the ef feet i.en bf IV, ,.. 

i".i p s^;:n,:s?. p ir^i:r r ::;, T ?s 77 f :"^ — ° f s^-V?- 



H^jgLiffiigg MTD T5ST FAC I LITY EAS E 



1. " "• Componen ts. The Kajor Range end Test Facility Base (tffi?VT<) 
.is comprised of 26 DoD range:, and test facilities which are managed 

by t he Mili tary Departments .-rod monitored for'OSD hy the DI)(T£iE) . 

2. In tend fed Mission, Th-a )",TVD'L is a costly national asset (:.nnual 
TOA about $1.7 billion including, $752 pillion RDTuli) spanning the entire 
cpectrum of physical .and simulation environments critically needed 'for 
effective testing and training. Containing tropical, arctic, coastal 
and high desert land areas, the facilities also include associated • • 
airspace and water areas required for the wide variety of programs 
•supported. The vast amount of instrumentation, facilities and persozmcd 
involved in- this program cons uitutus a lar , ;:c inves trreh 5: that must l>*-. 
continuously upgiudi.d and modified to meet new test program demands. 
Sone of the facilities are extensively used by nc»-I>ili organisation.:: , 
e.g., KASA, DDT, nSXfe'*., Kt>AA, uou-Soveru;iO=i. 

■ 3 ' Bas_is for FY Ig'/S ?.equc-jt. IT budgets wave prepared by 

the military department;; based on estimated future workload. i,n extensive 
OSS review, with OMB participation, injures that the budget reflects the 
minicsun dollars and personnel r.cadoa to svprort user .requirement::. 

S- Hajor Issues. 



5 « ■ Current Tro gram Status. The. facilities are funded to provide 
?a.l mandatory operating, maintenance and improvement dollars. Improvenaut 
programs include efforts necessary to meet now requirements, increase 
efficiency or replace antiquated equipment. Assets are continuously 
reviewed for need and removed from inventory when no longer cost effective. 



TRIDENT I FLIGHT TEST PROGRAM AT EASTERN TEST UAKGE 



15. SUE: Tests associated »7i.th tbc e.\j>ct on the TR5DEIiT I (C-4) •• 
rsissiie upon activation of tha missile Flight Tcroicscicn Sysrr.rj 
(FTS) will be completed in March 1977.' 

2. BACKGROpjjD : In preparation for TUIPEKi." v (c-4) nsissilc fJighr frt 
initiation on the Eastern Test !::.;:££, the Knvy conducted a otatic firinf 
test of the first booster staf,e end activated the FTS of the TRID>?!T t 
(C-4) missile in June: 1976. mien the ITS was activated, detonation 
resulted. 



_ Th£ D3Rf ' E decision did not opucifj lcUc:h.-, to' be taken if"tV- 
teutons tration tests resulted in. do tons Lion. 

3.. RECOMMENDED POSITIO N: ' " ' ' 



IViVZT-WAUll .RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 



Issue: To develop a means o£ satisfying che objectives of IRAD and B&F 
which can be supported by the Executive Branch, the Congress and the-. 
Industry. '.*."•.■ 

packer our:*; Industrie! fire- .urticularly those in the higher technology 
product areas siust engage iu .. ::eLnical effort whose -objectives include 
developing and maintaining a competition -posture in chosen product areas 
by advancing the technology and exploring innovative concepts in these 
chosen product areas . Part 'A zh't e£:-';.-vL xay be funded by direct: customer 
technology contract.-; p^rvici"- — " y in the defense environment. The balance 
ran at be considered a neeesse.y cost of doing business and these ensta 
oust either be expensed in the current accounting period or capitalised 
for recovery in later accounting periods. DoD has permitted defence 
contractors to esjiar.se such costs as overhead charges on defense contracts 
since 1959. The rationale and the grcundrules for such allowance have 
been the subject of continuing revicv and analysis both within DoD on! 
vithin tha Executive iiraacL. ^cr tain aleii=n-ts of Congress hava repeatedly 
critia.u'. both the rr i.ioiv'.le a- ; vie uteri \.i strat ion of the II1.»D/I-tr effcit - 
and in recent years has iicpos:...: ccn-vcraiuts regarding relevancy of the 
effort via amendment to the .-p/.r-priarior,. acts (see Section 203 of the " 
defense Appropriation. Act for ii 71, Public Law 93.-441). A further 
constraint cn total roller;: tc- La aliened for recovery in DoD contracts 
has been threatened (?ro:cair.\; . 

Pol) Positio n : !>oD :",: ; n;-ai t* - - 'inSD/P'SP are normal cost's of r-.v.y 
business ana therefore ere cixevebie charges to a contractor ' s overhead 
subject to certain • restrictions concerning relevancy and amount of 
dollars allowed. The AS?P. details the contractual groundrules for 
IR&D/B&P allowance vrbile ? Incr.ructi.cn 5100.66 establishes the policy 
and procedures for technical evaluation of. relevancy and technical 
quality. 

Cur re_n_t S tatu s : . The sub j ear. e " j'T.C.Ti/h'/-: has not arisen in the Congress 
since the submission by' Vol) of: the results of a' study regarding funding 
of IRfvD/B&P by line itos; of the budget, This report forwarded i:n the 
lluj'atyre and Praxair e £ubcc-..T..-.it'i eca in April IC76 resulted fro-;! Joint 
Subaonnnittee hearings in September 1575 called to discuss th-.- results of 
a comprehensive, Gt/J study of IKLTi over the preceding two ye.-ir:;. The 
concept of Line Iter. -Budgeting and Contract Allocation of Ii;.V.D/BhP fund a 
to major contractors i.-as one of the reco:,7;T.endations iu the GAO report. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy is developing an Executive. Krsuch 
policy on IU*D for release as an GMB Circular. • 



L 
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UNCLASSIFIED 



EXPORT OF TECHNOLOGY 



;;£g3j£ : Hi E } - technology transfer to the Bloc countries, either directly 
or via our Allies, is of deep concern to DoD. Past technology transfers 
and the expiration of the Export Administration Act during the last 
Congress resulted from strong differences of opinion on the value of 
present export controls. This was coupled with the criticism of DoD 
for inadequate allocation of resources to this problem. Arms Export 
Control Act of 1976 {Public Law 94-329) will require clear definition 
of defense articles" and "defense services" that will be subject to the 
provision of the Act. Also to be considered is the erosion of our 
competitive economic base resulting from unrestricted exf>orts of 
high technology. 

History; The transfer of high U. S. technology to the Soviet and Chinese 
33 Joe is creating increased concern in the DoD and among certain segments 
c£ the Congress. During this past two years, various committees have 
been set up by the Congress, the President, Commerce, Defense, St.?t.e 
and the GAO to highlight the various views. 



The Defense Science Board completed a study in Feb 1976 recommending 
a streamlining of the export control list to emphasize control of tech- 
nology rather than control of products as is now the case. DepSec 
Clements assigned DDR&E the responsibility to implement the recom- 
mendations and the AD (International Programs) has this effort underway. 
This is now a broad interagency effort. Primary focus is on the 
identification of critical strategic technologies and mechanisms of 
technology transfer. Some of the required improvements of the 
administration of export controls within DoD have also been identified 
pertaining to the allocation of additional resources to the export 
control problem. ........ . • 



2 



3. Impact: The Congress failed tc extend the Kxporfc Administration Act 
due to lack of time: and many unresolved issues. 




' | The accomplishment of these aims in timely mar.-ner as 

.requested by Congress and Industry wi.U denir.nd hi^h level DoD 
management ctttention and allocation of requisite resources. 




STANDARDIZATION AND INTEROPERABILITY 
l ... " WITHIN NATO : 

Problem: NATO's combat capability, military efficiency and 
deterrence could be significantly improved through greater stand- 
ardisation and interoperability of weapon systems in the Alliance. 
Greater standardisation should also result in appreciable long term 
efficiencies in development, prodv.cr?.o*i. logistics, training, end 
>amiatcnaiice. 

Background : The obstacles to achieving standardization of equipment 
in NATO are many. Most national procurement decisions are suf- 
ficiently large that considerations go beyond purely military aspects 
rind cover such other vital national- level considerations a? industrial 
production base, employment, technology base and balance of trade. 
However, we are finding ways to deal with these problems. 

Generally, the most satisfactory approach to contending with domesti 
problems associated with, standardization is through licensed pro- 
duction of standard equipment in both North. America and Eurcpe-- 
examples are the ROLAND II Short Range Air Defense System, and 
the F-16 programs. 

Many of the benefits of standardization can be realised through 
ensuring interoperability of equipment- -for example, being able 
to service aircraft on each other's airfields, being able to com- 
• municate with each other, and being able to use common fuels 
and ammunition. 

DoD Posi tion: The DoD strongly supports NATO "standardisation 
and interoperability efforts* We ha.vc strengthened the DoD Y/'eapcn 
System Acquisition process to ensure that adequate consideration is 
given to foreign solutions, that U.S.. systems axe designed to be 
interoperable with those of our NATO Allies to the greatest degree 
possible and practical. w"e seek methods by winch our NATO Allies 
will be encouraged to agree to U.S. solutions (e.g., through co- 
production opportunities) when appropriate.. • 

C urr e nt Status: ; 



HUMAN RESOURCES & MANPOWER R&D 



I. I ssue: The House Appropriations Committee reduced the FY 76 
program request in this technical area by $20M. The Senate Appro-." 
priations Committee restored $10M. 

2- Backgr ound; This technical area includes work in training; training 
devices and simulators; personnel, manpower, and contemporary issues 
{equal opportunity, race relations); and human factors in weapon systems 
development and operations. In reducing funding, the House Appropria- 
tions Committee questioned both the utility and priority of the R&D*. The 
Senate restoration was to enable the highest priority training and simula- 
tion projects to be continued. 

The FY 77 funding request for the five Pro-yam Elements reduced by 
Congress in FY 76 was held to the FY 76 bunge'j request level, a sub- 
stantial reduction from the growth planned for this area. The area o£ 
Human Resources R&D was separated into three categories of work; 
(1) the technologies for training, simulation, training equipment and 
human engineering, (2) a smaller effort in tho personnel and manpower 
area, ..and (3) a separate effort in the social science contemporary 
issues area. The purpose was to clearly delineate these three sub-areas 
of work so that they can be independently structured an 2 appraise?-. 

-This action was successful since no across the board reduction w-i: nan do 
'by Congress in FY 1977. 

3. DoD Position: 1 



si 



— -- - .... .. j Trie . 

technology area has been re-titled to Training and Personnel Technology 
to. emphasize program reorientation. : 



4. Current Status; Congress has requested and the GAO has conducted 
a major survey of the area. The GAO report is expected to be released 
in_ January 1977 to the House Appropriations 'Committee. 



OAD(E&LS}^v' 
29 November 1976 



REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES (RPV'S) 



1. Issue: Remotely Piloted Vehicles (RPV's)- 

2 « Ba ckground ; ~OoD has considered that RPV's offers significant capa- 
bilities for high risk missions in the area of battlefield surveillance. 
DAKPA's 5-year initiating thrust in RPV's for military missions will 
conclude in FY 77. The three Services are each funding the types of 
RPV's pertinent to their individual needs, with a ' Tri-Servicc coordinating 
group and DDR«E guarding against redundancy and duplication . The 
Army (Aquila Program) is concentrating on a mini-RPV (under 200 lbs) 
for reconnaissance and artillery correction and- designation with'the 
objective to provide to TRADOCan interim RPV system for development of 
the ROC** for the full militarized system. The Navy is also pursuing a 
, mini-RPV (under 300 lbs) to provide an ovcr-the-horizon targeting 
capability for Harpoon equipped ships. Since many of these ships are 
small and non -aviation rated, the RPV size is constrained to under 300 
lbs for logistics reasons. The Air Force has a long operational 'history 
with mid i (300 to 3000 lbs) RPV's such as the BGM-34C for pnoto-re- 
cor.nai ? sance and electronic warfare jamming and deception. A large 
portion of their program is to increase the utility of these systems with 
engineering improvements. The Air Force expendable drone program, 
involving a midi-sized decoy and a mini-sized harassment weapon, was 
cut from $7M to $2M by Congress to keep these programs from going to 
full scale engineering development, /believed to be premature by Congress) 
The only maxi-PPV ( over 3000 lbs) is the Air Force Compass Cope long- 
endurance, high-altitude, surveillance platform intended to carry all 
weather' systems such as Sidolooking Airborne Radar (SLAR) to provide 
tactical battlefield surveillance. Congress withheld $3M of the $6M 
FY 77 appropriation for Compass Cope until the Air Force committed 
to a specific pay lead. In general, Congress hap paid particular attention 
to the RPV programs. 

3. DoD Position: ! 



^Training and Doctrine Command 
**Required Operational Capability 
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4. - Current Status; Twenty Aquila. airframes and two ground control 
stations will be delivered to TRADOC in the Spring of '77 for a six 
month evaluation leading to a ROC for the engineering development. A 
Navy RFQ** for its rnini-RPV will be released this month and contractor 
selection wil? be made in the Spring rf 1977. The Air- Force study on 
'the RPV control uystem will bagin in = FY 77, 



* Joint Tactical Integrated T)s.ti: Sy£.i.em 
**"Rcquest for Quotation 



Budget Related Issue 
ELECTRON DEVICES 



Issue : . The funding for development of electronic devices has de- 
creased ever the past ten years in terms of real dollars and as a 
percentage of investment in electronic systems. Since these devices 
are key" to the performance, reliability, cost, size and weight of 
future systems, PDM guidance v/as established two years a in- 
creasing the electron device budget. 



History: The current PDM'directs an increase in electron device 
funding of 10% per year with FY 1975 as the base. In addition, the 
.Services were directed r.c establish device Advanced Development 
Programs. The Air Force, Navy programs are in accord with the 
guidance. The Army has decreased device funding and the House 
Armed Services Committee fHASC) refused to approve their pro- 
posed Advanced Development Program start in FY 77. A Navy 
Advanced Development Program with a similiar sounding title was 
also cancelled by the HASC but the real device program survived, 

Impact: 



* Program Decision Memorandum 
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Budget Related .Is sue 



REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES 
. -.(RPVs) . 



jfs5- ue. : 



Problems 

have been encountered in schedule slippages and cost overruns. : ' 
RPVs' have drawn considerable Congressional attention. ; 

History; The Air Force has a long operational history with midi- 
sized (300 to 3000 lb) RPV;.-. for photo-r«:oniiai ssance and electronic 
warfare. They have not needed to develop' small radars and infrared ' 
imagem for the 200 to 300 ib class of miui-RPV's the Army and Navy 
intend to use. 



Position: 



/ The Air 



c 



Force under PL 637392? is formulating the concept of an RPV r^ss-m 
COT1 ^ol system that is intended to be JTIDi"* compatible. ' 



♦Request for Quotation 

**Joint Tactical Integrated Data System. 

. • . . •: - •-. OAD(EScPS) 
■ 1 Dec 76 



Budget Related Issue 
IRRADIATED FOOD PROGRAM 



Subject of Issue; Congress has" charged the DoD to conduct the 

national RDT&E program for the use of ionizing radiation as. a means 
of sterilizing meat products. 

History: DoD initiated R&D to study this approach for preserving 
meat products over a decade ago. After an initial period, it was 
decided to terminate the work. The civil sector and other Federal 
agencies also terminated like efforts. However, Congress rejected 
the DoD proposal for cancellation and requested that it continue the 
work even though it had no requirements for the products of the work. 
In 1974 DoD had brought the technology to a state where four meat 
products (beef, ham, other pork products, chicken) were ready to 
undergo testing to demonstrate acceptability for human use, per FDA 
standards. Beef testing was started. In 1975 the Secretary of the 
Army accelerated the test program by adding the other meats in 
simultaneous efforts rather than the sequential tests earlier planned. 
Congress was advised of the acceleration of the program. 

Budge tary Impact: /' 



I ■-. ■ - . ... Funding for all Service food technology 

R?--.D is an Army responsibility since they serve as the DoD Executive 
Service for this effort. 



DoD P osition: 
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Budget Related Issue 
MANPOWER, PERSONNEL AND CONTEMPORARY ISSUES 

' 1 * JL£5H£ : R&AT raised serious concerns with regard to both the level 
of R&D effort allocated to Manpower, Personnel and Contemporary 
Issues tiiid . St'/;} 



H istory: Concern over this technical area by the House 
Appropriations Committee staff resulted in a 25% reduction in the 
Human Resources program in FY 76. Continued concern by the 
Congress with regard to utility of R&D in this area is expected. ' S"a(i) 



Curr ent Position : The Services have- been requested to brief 
ODD(R&AT) on their proposed FY 78 Tech Base programs ir. this area. 
The objectives are an assessment of the utility of the R&D, whether the 
level of investment and the expected return justify an annual investment 
of over $20M, whether the planned program is correctly focused, and 
whether the program (or portions thereof) should. more appropriately 
be funded from a non-RDT&E account. . 



4. Impact: 
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Budget Related T s sue 



FACILITY FOR PRODUCTION OF BINARY CHEMICAL WARFARE 

MUNITIONS ' • 



j^L u Jl : The Department of the Army has proposed a loading, 
assembly, and packaging (LAP) facility for the new binary artillery 
projectile to be constructed at Pine 33 uf/ Arsenal, Arkansas. 

2 - Bac kground: This facility was included in the FY 1975 procurement 
and Military Construction Authorization (MCA) request in the amount of 
$5. 5M. It was authorized by both houses of Congress but was deleted 
on a floor amendment during the appropriations process. It was in- 
cluded again in the FY 1976 budget request for $8. 8M." /after extensive 
.hearings it was deleted pending further discussion at the- UNGA Confer c 
the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). Because of this decision, no 
request was made in the FY 1977 budget in accordance with Congression:. 
wishes to delay one year to allow further negotiations. No substantial 
progress in disarmament discussions has been evident during the one 
year delay. 



DoB Position: ' 



4 < \9^£IS!BL§lS^} Tho funding for tins facility has been made the 
subject of an ASD(C) PBD issue and is being raised as a funding issue 
at OMB level. ; • 

! 

/ 
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■ Budget Related Issue > 
SIMULATORS - FLIGHT AND NON- FLIGHT 



Issue: Ti " ie entire spectrum of trainingand simulation technology 
has been marked by DD(RfctAT) as an area for concentrated growth!' 
Programmed increases for this area of technology have begun. 

2 « History: OSD initiated an effort in FY 75 to increase the use of 
flight simulators to improve training, reduce costs and reduce use of 
fuel. Congress has in general supported the program. High level 
interest item due to high leverage in .terms of cost reduction/performance 
effectiveness. " . 

3« Current P osition : j 



I The FY 1978 budget request includes 
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ARMY RDT&E DRAWDQWN 



Iss ue f T * ie Army has agreed to a manpower drawdown to reduce 

its in-house Technology' Base work and to increase its program with 
universities and industry. 

History: The Laboratory Utilisation Study which way completed in 
1975 concluded that the Army in-house program in several areas 
including materials and electronics was too large. An agreement '• 
was made with the Army to reduce its RDT&E in-house strength by 
2900 authorizations using end strength FY74 as the basis 'and com- 
pleting the drawdown by FY78. These reductions by fiscal year are 
as follows: FY 75 -905, FY76 -829, FY77 -733, and FY78 -433. 
The Army has met its commitment? an of FY 76, however, " ~ . 

... _ j 

We have encouraged the Army to take the.ee reductions through hiring 
freezes, attrition, and transfer of the manpower to work and funding 
in other areas. 



j-ocition: 



ODD{R£iAT) is insisting th=?t the manpower drawdown be completed as 
scheduled.. 
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NAVY BLOCK FUNDING 



l2£!>~; axo encouraging the Navy to provide meat of their Technology 
Bri.-t- funds directly to their laboratories in large "blocks" without dia- 
ls ibuticij through the Systems Command?!. 

History: The Navy Technology Base funding to the Chief of Naval 
Material Laboratories is distributed to the laboratories in two ways. 
Gome of the funds aire given directly to the laboratory by the Chief of 
Naval Material for work which has been previously agreed upon. A 
major portion of the laboratories' Technology Base funds, however, 
are provided through the Systems Commands for work which is primarily 
'supportive of the particular Systems Command. 



Wc i-.-ve encouraged the Navy to block fund moot of the Technology Base 
funds directly to the laboratories once the labor: ator ies technical program 
has been agreed upon by the laboratory, the Systems Command, and the 
Chief of Naval Material. 

Position: The Navy bar, proposed to "block program" funding to the 
laboratories. ; 



ODD(R.&AT) 
1 Dec 76 



. . ELECTRONIC COUNTER COUNTER MEASURES (ECCM) 
Is g o.c: [ 



Bisforyj The lessons learned in the Yom Kippur Israeli, war indicated tl 
need for a majorjhrust in ECCM. There are several aspects to a good 
ECCM posture, i 



Positions t DoD Directive C-4600. 3, Electronic Counter Counter Mcacu. 
Policy defines the tasks and responsible agencies with regard to threat 
.definition and evaluation of impact upon system performance. The imp], 
mentation of this policy is still being formulated. To create an ECCM 
awareness in the service laboratories, DDR &E has sponsored symposia 
on ECCM topics and has induced the Air Force to create Program Elemc 
63750F-CCM Advanced Development. The Army and Navy technology 
base program element, managers have been. made aware of the need for 
responsive attention to this subject. 
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. AIRCRAFT" PROPULSION 

Issue* 



nig ;pussi or >: At the piesent tin- • 
program of advanced develoonpil' V J? no conti "uinq 

technology. Increasing ^'terest in ?™ a11 ^raf t engines 
and RPVs indicates a need for acttl f° neS ' aerial targets, 
nology. ea tor actlve support of this tech- 

The Joint USAF/«avy Technolooy De«i>onsti-,K.r , 

program meshes j-.h^ Bevy effo-t- ^ UriT:Z) 

assy ^^2^3 %^rsr 

Posit ions : DDiP^pj.. : ~ 

1 

£HEY_e jndJTrtv; v 
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LIQUID PROPELLANT GUNS (LPG's) 



SfStL T?i *° use J>™6 Services Committee (HASC) h-s 
U( ' ieiC(3 all b.'avy fund ana in w -7-7 , 

directed that the D JwL *V * -° beyonc. for LPG's and 



1 . 



V:crk in the technology of tjv;«.- c, 

sinccthe mid-1950';/ ~ ^e«n -supported sporadic* 

decade prior to abort - 1 Q7n -t-v „ 1 , - Hov 'ever, for a 

low. In about 3. 97 0 the KaV ?oS ° ? ff ° rt was **tr*nel- 
support a major J^r; ' Jointly vitf, DARPA, decided *o" 

loaded Prope^anf cl^L'ce o^'S^oncTn 9 ^ ™ * " 
upon the FY 77 budget observed that LP^ 1 <? in actJn S 

for over 20 years . wit h litt e w\ e -o B ™°?** 
tnerefore deleted the Haw RDTeE funding Scorns and .. 
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ft 



P.i»£i:s.s:;oi2: Current and niann«- r,." •• >> 

encompasses wc^k i;ith r,™~«* , : c ^sse materials 

reinforced by i £ f , carbon, or metal matrices 

tions of organic (epo^) mSt?ix £ ^ £ib ««- Demonstra- 
aircraft component^! S^nSSE^" £ 
and major structures ,-r<= n^«, ,u ^- iW =0 roi several years 
Air Force eloSe JSS ~- S? f " to ° f fly:in ^ aircraft. The 

am. iL^S^"? tM * techier* 

acre is now wid^^r^J «™ , "' - ■ 3X13 : lar ^~ amoui,t.~. 
' -^ustry for ^^t^^J^,^ 1™*™?* - ' 
accepted for atate-of-the-at? desiy^ thty ar ~ ■ *»cre a/ ;:tr,c.O v 

*or£%p££^ potentially fij 7 

^xssiie desicm. i vc --.o^oxr, 3 roles in aircr^ 



fissile design^ ve.y oema^cing roles in aircraft Sn'd 



( 
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TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS/ TOXIC MATERIALS 



L .Sub ject of Issue : Transportation and disposal of chemical warfare 
agents, missile fuels, some industrial type chemicals, ammunition, and 
similar items has become a public concern' 

. 
i 

2. Bach fr round:' 



< | The Environmental 

Impact Statement process must be fully followed and become a part of the 
decision making process, j 



3« D oD Po si tier -: The NIC PA and all applicable laws will be fully followed, 

4. Current Statu r. : Planning is proceeding in accordance v.dth applicable 
laws to continue movements necessary in the interests of national security 
or to improve operations. 
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•". CHEMICAL WARFARE: AGREEMENTS 



L ." ft bjcct Apart of US Chemical War/are policy has been our 

willingness to negotiate an agreement to develop an effective, 
verifiable hen on CW. 

2.. Backg round ; Article IX of the Biological Weapons Convention (TiVfC) 
(ratified by the U. S. in January 1975) binds all S ; piatojrj.es to continue" 
negotiations on an agreement banning chemical weapons. The U.S. 
» has negotiated in this, ar.ea, particularly through the UNGA Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) for at least ten years. It 
has been the subject of a number of other Conferences. • 
The USSR submitted a convention to the UN in 1972 almost identical - 
to the BWC which contains no verification procedures. The major 
obstacle to date in all agreements is the definition of tire chemical 
agents to be banned and teaching agreement en practical and effective - 
inspection and verification procedures and other safeguards, 

3. Do D Position: ■ 

r ' 



4. Current Status: 



L 
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NANSEN DRIFT 



Issue: Should the United States freeze a decommissioned icebreaker 
into the Arctic Oceai) North of Soviet Siberia such that prevailing ocean 
currents will carry it across the Pole to exit near Greenland in about 
2 years? Project name: NANSEN DRIFT. 

Z. Background : .The Navy has been a strong proponent for the HANSEN 
DRIFT project, pointing out the opportunity to conduct new research in 
the Soviet Arctic and to support political objectives of the United States. 
They estimate the project will -cost $15 million over a three year period. 

! 

i 



NSF has been somewhat reluctant to undertake the project, probably L.r, 
a ploy to force heavier funding support, from DoD and other &r;cnciea, 
The project is supported strongly by the National Research Council, ike- 
Department of State, and in principle by DoD. The Norwegian:; suppori 
the project. . ■ - 



3. DoD Po sition: None. DoD heeds to establish its position on NANSEN 
DRIFT. Part of this decision is the level of -financial support to p.-.-wkk. 
to the project. . — 
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NAVAL, ARCTIC RESEARCH LABORATORY (MARL) 



-.1. Issu e; 'What should be the future status of NARL,? 

.2. ■ Background ; The. Naval Arctic Research Laboratory (NARL}, Ft. 
Barrow, Alaska., i& the only continuously operated U. S. research 
laboratory on the Arctic Ocean providing complete logistics support 
Mrt'i coordination of mission research for the Navy and other government 
agencies. It is operated by a civilian contractor and is managed by the: 
Office of Naval Research (ONR). NARL is a complete self -sue tain in g 
base facility on over 5, 000 acres of land consisting of over 170 buildings, 
an airstrip, and modern laboratory facilities. Hie laboratory maintains 
a fleet of 6 fixed-wing aircraft, plus various over-land vehicles and 
water craft. In addition, NARL, operates some 3.4 remote camps along 
the Ala ska coast supporting research projects, 

. The operating budget of KARL is approximately $7. 02v£ per year, paid 
for from RDT&E funds. Other government agencies doing IX uD at' 
NARL. provide reimbursements but these reimbursements do not cover 
their operating and logistics costs. The' Navy estimates that only 15^ 
of NARL activity is in direct support of DoD sponsored research and 
development. 

There is a continuing need for NARL as a Navy or National base camp 
on the Arctic Ocean, j 

r ' 
\ 



?• PPB&S Pos i tion; On IS October the Navy \va«: asked to review the 
management and financing of NARL, and to adjust RDT£:.E funding at 
NARL to a level consistent: with the RDT'tcE work performed at NARL 
by 1981. . ' ... 
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ADVANCED TEOtWLOGY OJii , • 

Problem; An advanced technology aerial cannon is needed to enhance 
the capabilities of our tactical aircraft. 

I^£2;2H-2i : T ' iC! "51 C-fK"), which v;as developed many years ago, 
and the GAL! £ pC^i:) arc t:.o principal guns planned for Service use, 
Both the Navy and USAP have expended a considerable amount of \Vor3< 
trying to overcome the shortcomings of these two guns, 



J 

Pop Position: PoD v.ishc.- to centime development of advanced multi- 
purpose aerial canned . 

^™}jiS^ x ± : ™78 fusing fcr f 5} -;.. 5re development cont::inr,iS 
at a very modest puce. , 



TWO- PLACE A -10 



1. Proble m: "Why do we need a two-place A-10? 

2. Background: : 

_ 



DoD Position: 



4, Status: 



^ r 



COlxdPASS COPE 



(. 



I.' 
1. 



Problem: Should the COMPASS COPE program be continued. 

Back ground: COMPASS COPE was conceived by the Air Pore: 
as a Jong- endurance, h5»!i flying., remotely piloted multi- 
mission vehicle. 



? 3, DoD Position: 



4. ■" Current Status: The P33Ds reflect the DoD position. 



FLIR/ LOPAIR 



' '-• £*tf? jP r fc °* I scno : Advanced chemical agent 'warning" and detection 
Byet.em.-H; Long Path Infra- Red (LOPAIR) an Army development and 
Forward Looking Infra - Red (FLIR) a Navy development. 

' r Jl^c-'trrcund: ' . ■.. 

c Pi;c;g:v-f.j-i Objectives: provide an advanced chemical, afcont. t^tcc* 
lion and warning system for combat use, ■ 

o The Army h«s evaluated long path infrared detection methods for 
some years n active concept pursued from 1954 to 1965 was terminated 
in favor of a passive concept. Critical technical problems in discrimi- 
nation of agents from .smoke, dust, and other inteferencca have existed 
in the past. However; the present passive LOPAIR which entered Advanced 
development in January 1974 is believed 16 have resolved these technical 
problems. ";' '• ' ...... . . . . 

o The Navy, while evaluating the FLIR for fire contiol purposes 
(the primary mission), discovered that technicians could observe 
emissions from incoming acrifl targets: By the use of optical filter.--, 

some disc rirnius tie::;, of emissions: can be made. ■ . 

' : ■■■..>* / '■ 

o Initially the KASC*re quested a side -by-, side test; tins 'was fully 
planned, but not performed. Subsequently, the BASC requested tJiat 
LOPAIR be terminated in favor of FLIR but did authorize reprogramming 
for a side-by-side test. The Army did not follow comp] etc guidance on 
the funding for the side-by-sidc test. The KASC then initiated a GAO 
investigation of all expenditures. • • . ' • 

3* DoP Foalfecga ' ', ■"■ 



CI... 

d 



4 « Ourrcii^atUB: The DoD initial request to the HASC to continue both 
developments was refused. 



*House Armed Service Committee 
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REACTIONS/ISSUES 



Outside APPA Rcacr ions,' The ARPA program has been veil received by OSD, 
OMB, and the Congress. Prcscntatior. of "thruati" has been easily understood 
and the potential significance of the breakthroughs' readily appreciated. 
Whereas prie * to FY 1976, the total. ARPA budget remained essentially static: 
at around $200M, this year'.*; budget v:ill" be : " _j A great deal 

of enthusiasm has been generated for the program in the Services, Joint 
Chiefs of Suaff, the DDR&E, and the Secretary of Defense. 

Kr.n3",cir: T.^r-'ie.'. - AHF/.'s in.icu': p -ici lir:r> in DoD and its determination 
to tenia in a st.u-.ll hi-rd-hitt ir.g rest; --eh organza i:i';.n presents a set of 
ma nag em ^nt issues v:hich must be dealt with successfully to maintain the 
organisation's vigor. Some of these follow; 

o Staffing and Personne l Polic ies — There must be continuing manage- 
ment sensitivity to the need for professional staff turnover. This 
is essential to the difficult process of creating new programs, 
keeping Program Managers who sic current in rapidly changing tech- 
nologies, and v.aintaJn^ng aggro 3 civ a and vital program;-. 



o Program Tra risfer — Extraordinary and aggressive efforts are required 
to develop positive .mechanisms to transition results of ARFA research 
to the Military Services . There 'are no automatic or built-in 
processes or policies which assure that this happens—the initiative 
is v?ith ATI PA. It is essential that close and continuing contact be 
maintained with Service Chiefs of Staff, Assistant Secretaries for P,tP , 
and Commanding Officers of Material Ac cjv.if.it ion Commands (AF5C, KAV1JAT, 
DARC0V1) by deliberately .scheduled sv.d regular briefings and meetings. 



0 The. ARPA Image — Care and selectivity must be exercised to avoid* 
involvement: in research programs promoted by Service R?iD ovpnYitzctiaus 
solely to secure ARPA funding support. AP.FA should recognize and 
remain insensitive to Service R&D and 0J3DR&E Staff members who per- 
ceive of ARPA as an "interferor" with institutional biases- i objectives. 
They vou] d prefer to see ARPA outside of the mainstream issues. The 
vitality of the organization is largely derived from its mission of 
being the adversary, the risk-taker, the Innovator, the outspoken 
critic. 



f y.i. jJii *lD_° LP pmonst rn t jon J^rams — for the first time ARPA 
has established in FY 1976 a program element making visible iralo- 
technology demonstration efforts and the relatively lar-e ~ 
.-RcourcGS they may require. Preliminary Congressional and OSD 
St a if reaction has been positive, hut critics way still raise the 

on «Hhy ARPA? . These technology demonstration progr™ win 
•nterJjlly a,d the transfer of technology es to the Services who 
m»st ultimately develop the material or techniques for Service 
application. Meaningful (as near full scale as possible) demonstra- 
tions have the effect of more clearly suggesting the potential of ■ 
,iCl technology and help to accelerate the otherwise lov<- crav— "■•<■ 
T,nter a al development cycles of Servic e program, . . The *lkm*Uvl"tf 
simply reporting research findings and speculating on their potential 
»oic often than not means promising results go unnoticed and are 
never considered or may be subsequently duplicated by the Services 
or are subjected to long, and frequent sub-critical exploitation attest, 

° gT^ gL^f^g gtg, - The Technology Assessments Office was c3i.,~ 
established at the end of FY 1976. Those efforts undent vMch vc^, 
re.atable to the other technical offices were transferred' to those 
ciic.es. In the future, technology assessments will be .undertaker, 
as part of the technical office function to examine and compare the 
U.S. and foreign technology base and create new initiatives* for the 
O/fxcc. Those technology assessment efforts vhich are of broad *Ki'\ 
or PoD scope will continue under direct management of the Director, 



DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 



"The attached documents represent the "issue papers" prepared by DDR&E 
for the Transition Team in connection with the transition from the Ford 
to the Carter Administration. Although they do not fully conform to 
the definition of "issue papers" as defined by U.S. News and World 
Report letter of December 14, 1976, they are believed to be broadly 
within the intent of that definition. 

Seventeen papers recommended for release in their entirety are listed 
in Enclosure 1. Some parts of some of these papers qualify for with- 
holding under exemption 5.a.(l), in that they contain advice, opinions, 
and suggestions. However, it is determined that withholding would not 
serve a significant and legitimate governmental purpose. 

Partial denial is made on the 16 papers listed in Enclosure 2 under 
exemption 1 in that they contain classified security information. 
The material has been reviewed and it has been determined that the 
denied information is properly classified under E.O. 11652 and its 
disclosure could reasonably be expected to cause damage to the 
national security. 



Partial denial is being made on the 22 paperjj listed in Enclosure 3 
under exemption 5. The particular parte of each paper have been Indi- 
cated by brackets and categorized as falling either under exemption 
5.a.(l); i.e., papers containing advice, opinions, and suggestions, or 
as falling under 5. a. (2); i.e., information generated preliminary to 
decision, the release of which might interfere with orderly execution 
of plans. 

With respect to the denied portions of the 22 papers listed In Enclo- 
sure 3, the "significant and legitimate governmental purpose" is the 
protection of the ability of the government to receive candid advice, 
opinions, and recommendations from Its employees without having the 
rendering of such Inhibited and biased through the possibility of pub- 
lic controversy on them prior to their consideration. Similarly, 
orderly government would suffer if proposed governmental positions 
fwere prematurely exposed to those who might benefit or seek to influence 
them as the result of such premature disclosure. 

The Initial Denial Authority in this Instance Is Mr. S. E. Clements, 
Executive Assistant, Office of the Director, Defense Research and 
Engineering. 



, ■ f V i 

Enclosure 1. 

PAPERS TO BE RELEASED 

Note: Some portions of these papers qualify for withholding under 
Exemption 5, but use of the Exemption is waived* 

Defense R&D Laboratories 

Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) 
DOD RSD Testing Using Human Volunteers 
Joint Service Development/Test Programs" 
Systems Acquisition Management 
Prototyping 
Travel Funds 

DOD Medical Research Charter 

Reduction of Outyear Operating and Support (O&S) Costs 

Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs 

Life Cycle Cost (LCC) Reduction 

Design to Cost . 

Specifications and Standards 

Reliability and Maintainability 

Soviet Technological Doctrine and Practice 

Competition in Defense Procurement 

Expeditious JOT&E Of IIR MAVERICK 



DEFENSE R&D LABORATORIES 



1. .Subject of Interest: ODDR&E is directing various changes which 

will increase innovation in the Defense Research and Exploratory Develop- 
ment and some advanced technology demonstration programs. 

2. Background: The DoD Technology Base comprises approximately 
74 in-house Research and Development facilities and 56. 000 civilian 
workers, including about 24, 000 professionals. These laboratories 
monitor the expenditure of some $3B per year, about one-half of which 
is spent internally. Several major changes are underway which are 
directed toward increasing the innovation and productivity in the 
laboratories. 

o The laboratories' roles in Technology Base planning and 
: supervision is being increased. To initiate this, block 
funding of the laboratories has been increased and lead 
laboratory concepts for technology areas have been 
implemented. 

o We are increasing the use of investment strategies as a 

technique for apportioning the resources across the various 
technology areas in the Technology Base. 

;o The laboratories are being assigned prime technology 
area responsibilities. The size of the laboratories is 
being reduced by manpower drawdowns in redundant 
: and lesser productive areas. 

o The percentage of the Technology Base work which is 

; . performed by universities and industry is being increased 
■ to take advantage of their unique contributions to the 

. v program. 

o - • . The roles of the laboratories in support of systems acquisi- 
tion is being increased. To expedite this" a change to DoD 
5000. 2 was implemented which requires a Technology 
Assessment Annex to Decision Concept Papers for systems 
which are meeting Defense Systems Acquisition Review 
Council Milestones I and II. * - 
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3. DoD Position: As in-house laboratories play a key role in military 
R&D, the actions enumerated above have been accepted and are being 
implemented. 



4. * Current Status; Funding allocation increases in the Technology 
Base are being applied selectively across the technology areas based 
on a careful evaluation of various investment strategies. The Air 
Force and Army have implemented the block funding technique; the 
Navy is moving in that direction. Ceilings have been placed on the 
amount of Technology Base program which will be performed in- 
house with the ultimate goal of achieving a maximum of 30% in-house. 
The manpower drawdown in the Air Force has been completed and is 
approximately on schedule for the Army and Navy. The drawdown 
amounts to approximately 6, 900 authorizations to be completed by the 
end of FY 78. 
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.FEDERAL CONTRACT RESEARCH CENTERS 
. . (FCRCs) ■ 



1. Issue: Will the revised policies and procedures for managing DoD- 
Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) be acceptable to Congress? 

2. Background ; Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) are DoD 
sponsored non-profit corporations dating from WWII. The number of 
FCRCs has been reduced from El to 8 since 1964. Each FCRC is dis- 
tinctive and generally performs different functions. Other government 
agencies have similar organizations. 



La boratories 

MIT Lincoln 
Johns Hopkins' 
Perm State 



(FY76) 
$51M 
$53M 
$8M 



$112M 



System Engineering/ 
Tech Direction (SE/TD) 
(FY 76) 

MITRE Corp $45M 
Aerospace Corp $82M 



$127M 



Studies & 
Analyses (S&A) 
(FY 76) 
RAND $17M 
CNA . $10M 
ANSER $ZM 
IDA . $UM 

$40M 



Laboratory FCRCs perform difficult technical projects embracing both 
research and new prototype systems concepts. (SE/TD) FCRCs provide 
-technical support in defining, developing, producing and fielding space, 
communications and command and control (C 3 ) systems. (S&A) FCRCs 
provide sound and unbiased professional analyses and recommendations 
for force planners, logistics managers, R&D managers, high officials 
on DoD staffs, etc. 

A high degree of control is maintained over FCRCs. The Senate Armed 
Services Committee provides an overall fiscal ceiling. Four major prob- 
lems exist with using FCRCs? * 

o Several years ago. Congress expressed concern regarding salaries, 
. 'number, size of operation, etc. These concerns resulted in the 

imposition of a Congressional fiscal ceiling. However, this ceiling 
".'.has not kept pace with inflation. 

o Congressional concern has been expressed more recently regarding 
how we use FCRCs, i.e., as "extension of headquarters staffs," 
especially the S&A FCRCs. 
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o Part of the for-profit industry sector is opposed to both the non-profit 
and sponsored aspects of FCRCs, especially as pertains to the success 
of some FCRCs in diversification. 

o The fiscal c|iling has especially been a hindrance in accomplishing 
space and C SE/TD work. 

3. DoD Position: An extensive review was conducted of FCRCs in 1976 
in response to Congressional desires. Principal actions are as follows: 

o Analytical Services (ANSER) will no longer be an FCRC. -v 

o The AppHed Physics Laboratory (Johns Hopkins) and Applied Research 
Laboratory (Penn State) will not be considered FCRCs beginning in 

FY 1978. '. ... - '.•.>••; 

o MIT Lincoln Laboratory, Center for Naval Analyses (CNA), Project 

Air Force (formerly -Project Rand) and the Institute for Defense Analyses 
(IDA) will not be allowed to exceed their present manpower levels. The 
non-Project Air Force aspects of RAND Corporation will not be consid- 
ered an FCRC. - \ ,. 

v " .- 

O MjTRE-Bedford will be separated from MITRE- Washington . ' All DoD 
C work will be done at Mitre-Bedford . MITRE- Washington will not 
• be considered a DoD FCRC. Mitre-Bedford will not do non-DoD work 
unless of direct benefit to DoD. Level of DoD effort at Mitre-Bedford 
will be governed by DoD C 3 workload. 

». '• ■'• • ' ■ • 

6 Aerospace Corp will be restricted to DoD space program endeavors 
except on programs of direct benefit to D6D (i. e. joint DoD-NASA);. 
Level of DoD effort at Aerospace will be governed by DoD space 
system workload. . 

4 « Current Status : A report was provided the four concerned Congressional 
Committees. Informal approval received. DoD will be implementing above 
actions in the FY 78 budget process. Congressional Committees reactions 
in their reports on the budget will provide basis for future mana merrier-!: of 

fcrcs. . ; 
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DOD R&D TESTING USING HUMAN VOLUNTEERS 

Subject of Issue; Continuing concern by many groups that humans 

are being used as guinea pigs needlessly and under circumstances of 
unacceptable hazard. ■ 

Background ; The DoD, as one of many Federal agencies who perform 
tests using human test subjects, has been drawn into the overall public 
and Congressional dialogue on the subject. In 1975, Congressional 
committees held hearings that discussed tests, primarily related to 
chemical agent and halluceno genie drug testing, that were conducted in 
the 1950, 60s and early 1970s. This discussion resulted in a report 
that highlighted abuse and an inadequate follow-up of the test subjects. 
These practices had been stopped and the control of such experimentatio 
had already been markedly improved in the 1970s by DoD because of its 
own concern and the national revision of standards for use of human 
volunteer subjects, although mis point was carefully avoided or ignored 
in the hearings. — — 

DoD Position; DoD must conduct tests that use human test volunteers 
in several of its human related RDT&E program. Each Service has 
formal and effective approval procedures to insure that the-proposed 
tests are needed and worth the investment and risk, properly planned, 
safely and competently conducted, and that proper follow-up is assured. 
As new guidelines or laws are passed related to this on a national level, 
they are included in the DoD process of approval, review, conduct, and 
critique of our R&D. In all cases, only fully informed and volunteer 
subjects. will be used.,,*,- . .; • 
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JOINT SERVICE DEVELOPMENT /TEST PROGRAMS 



1- Problem : Proliferation of hardware and programs aimed at meeting the 
same basic operational requirements. 

2. ggck^round. : Unnecessary proliferation of systems and subsystems 

intended for similar operational requirements can dilute the effec- 
tiveness of R&D resources, deters competitive procurement and 
ultimately consumes excessive operations and support resources. 
With severe budget constraints in the R&D area, this problem cannot 
be overemphasized. Operational requirements must be carefully 
examined and coordinated to eliminate the costly consequences of 
duplication, strive for subsystem and system interchangeability, 
and achieve interoperability and flexibility of mixed forces 
Commonality of hardware is sought to reduce the costs of training 
"^^n^' su PP° rt - DDR&E P^ces heavy emphasis on structuring 

joint RDT&E programs through memoranda of agreements, lead Service 

^!i! nmeQtS ' 3nd Gl ° Se "^^nation with other OSD offices such as 
DTACCS and ASD(I&L) in working group's. 

Certain technology areas have been identified as prime candidates 
for special attention in. DDR&E because rapid movement in the state 
of the art encourages proliferation. As an example, electronics 
technology can be found as a major cost element of almost every 
weapon system. Since one-third of the DoD budget in some way or 
other is tied to electronic related expenditures, it is an area that 
has been highlighted as worthy of special attention. This is 
particularly important in electronic subsystems in view of the fact 
that annual support costs for these military equipments are equal to 
the annual procurement costs and are increasing due to the relatively 
high labor content. Therefore, Joint Service programs in the elec- 
■ cost* reductions 2 leve " ged and P rovide * basis for significant 

.3. DoD Position ; Joint Service programs are an effective approach to 
stemming proliferation of programs aimed at meeting similar opera- 
tional requirements. Our policies to achieve this objective are 
• stated in DoD Directives; identified and restructured as necessary 
in the planning, programming, and budgeting cycles; and when neces- 
c a 7\ a ^ 3t * s P ecial Policy for Single Service Management of 
Selected Electronic Equipments has received tri-Service Secretarial 
endorsement and is expected to be finalized in March 1977. 

A. |j£tuj: We have established commonality between Services that is 
intended to satisfy sister Service requirements in virtually all 
DSARC reviews. Working groups and special committees have been form-d 

Sa"£EJiJ? 7 e T lne areaS Wh6re high pa >-° ff Potential exists. 

The Directive on electronic equipment will utilize the requiremenDT 

HZiT, *° exisCin S nean. to identify those items which are 
candidates for Single Service management. The assignment of the "lead" 



Service on a case-by-case basis will be made by the appropriate OSD 
offices. 

At the present time, there are 78 joint Service R&D programs; and 
similarly, there are 14 joint operational test programs. For example, 
the NAVSTAR (Global Positioning System) is a tri-Service development 
tp reduce net DoD navigation costs by a significant percentage while 
enhancing the performance of weapons and simplifying their design. 
Daring the past year, the Air Force has been assigned as Executive 
Agent for the development of the new beyond visual range air-to-air 
missile, which is a replacement for Sparrow. The hew missile will be 
based on previous DARPA research and designed to satisfy a JSOR. 
Similarly, the ultimate Sidewinder replacement will be based on a 
continuing evaluation of seekers and development of operational 
requirements. 



f 
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SYSTEMS ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT ■ 

1- * ssii& : In order- to maintain national secur.i ty in times of highly 
constrained defense budgets it is imperative that we manage the 
acquisition of defense systems in a highly efficient manner. 

2. Background : The basic policies for the management of defense systems 
acquisition were established in mid-1971 with the publication of DoD 
Directive 5000.1, "Acquisition of Major Defense Systems." Since that 
time the results of several study efforts for improving the defense . 
systems acquisition process have been publ i shed, » ,e. , the Commission 
on Government Procurement, the Army Material Acquisition Review 
Committee, the Navy/Marine Corps Acquisition Review Committee and 
most recently the Acquisition Advisory Group. 

3- DoD Positron: While many of the recommended improvements to the 

defense, systems acquisition process have already bean implemented we 
are continuing to evaluate and adopt other promising changes. 

4. Current Status : In many areas we have made major strides in improving 
the management of DoD systems acquisition.* Some of these management 
•initiatives are: 

Fly-before-buy (hardware demonstration) 
Achievement milestones vs calendar milestones 
Competition, especially during system validation .. 
Design to Cost . . , -.; - 

Hi-Lo force mix -■ -. •'. 

Creation of viable options * 
Maintaining strong technical base ■- 
Improved program management • ■ ' - -- ■ ^ : . » 

Other areas of promising efforts underway but still evolving are: 

a) "Front-end" planning-mission needs and af fordab t 1 i ty 

b) Life Cycle Costing ■ 

Sound management of defense systems acquisition Impacts on the defense 
posture of the U.S. It is probably the single most important task of 
DoD as it impacts directly on force readiness, the yearly defense budget 
and also the outyear expenditures for operating and maintaining our 
weapon systems. We will continue to evaluate all facets of the acquisi- 
tion process seeking improvements in national defense and more efficient 
development, production, operation and support of our defense- system. 
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PROTOTYPING '• 

lssu&: To improve the basis for management decisions during the 
development and acquisition of defense systems and equipment. 

Background: Prototyping stresses the use of hardware demonstration 
rather than paper studies, as the basis for key program decisions 
It has been referred to as the "fly before buy" or "test before buy" 
approach to system acquisition. In practice, it calls. for investment 
»n a few demonstration models (prototypes) and evaluation of test 
results prior to making a major commitment of funds or resources. 
It was promulgated as management policy by former Deputy Secretary 
of Defense David Packard, has been emphasized as a management tool 
by his successor, DepSecDef Clements, and has become an important 
aid to defense decision-making. Congress has debated the merits of 
prototyping and endorsed its application in defense' programs. 

DpD Position: Prototyping is an aid to management that reflects a 
basic principle of sound decision-making: systematic reduction of 
risk. ft must always be viewed in the dec i s ion-mnki ng context. It 
is not, and must not become, an end cr objective in itself. We 
emphasize prototyping where it is needed to support and strengthen 
our basis for decisions, not as "the thing to do" in order to cot 
programs approved. 

Current Status: \,'e hove gained considerable experience' i n protoryping 
over the pest several years; however, there is still some misun^r- 
stcr.dmg of the difference between its two fundamental applications. 

Prototyping is used during the acquisition cycle to reduce the risks 
associated with applying advanced technology to meet defined opera- 
tional requirements. -These are the "fu.1 l-scale engineering develop- 
ment prototypes. (Examples: Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle; 
Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft; Advanced Attack Helicopter- 
Submarine Launched Cruise Missile.) Where it is impractical to* 
prototype an entire weapon system, the concept is applied to subsystems 
and components. (Examples: AV/ACS Radar; Airborne TACAN; h;,vy Module 
Electronic Warfare Suite.) 

Prototyping Is clso used to explore and advance new technology prior 
to the definition of specific requirements. These are "technology 
base or "exploratory development" prototypes. Their purpose is to 
provide viable options for future decisions. Exploratory prototyping 
creates technological alternatives, exploits technical opportunities, 
stimulates competition and innovation, retains key industry design 
teams, and improves our ability to make performance/cost tradeoffs 
(Examples: Air Combat Fighter; Advanced Medium STOL; Electronically 
Agi le Radar.) 1 
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Budget Related Issue 
TRAVEL FUNDS' 



issue: OBD{R&AT) has insufficient travel funds to adequately 
perform, its assigned tasks for FY77. 

History: ODD(R&AT) is allocated travel funds from DDR&E. These 
funds are used to pay for transportation and per diem in performing 
our program monitoring tasks, to satisfy U.S. responsibilities in 
international travel for the Defense Research Group and for The 
Technical Cooperation Program, to maintain staff specialists pro- 
fessional proficiency through attendance at technical symposia and 
meetings and to publicize the technical thrusts and management 
changes which we are implementing in the Technology Base program. 
The travel funds allocated in FY76 was $42. 3K. Our request for FY77, 
in view of the total inadequacy of FY76 funds, was $76K. Our allocation 
for the first 6 months of FY77 is $14. 7K. We have reduced the $14. 7K 
by the amount required to meet international obligations for the first 6 
months of FY77 plus a $1K contingency fund, and allocated the remainder 
on a prorata basis to the AD Offices and the Front Office Staff. We 
anticipate that the funding to be allocated for the second half of FY77 
will be approximately $14. 7K. 

Position: DDR&E is aware that the FY77 allocation is inadequate. 
Travel, other than that supported by others, is by and large restricted 
to program monitoring plus the international commitments. 
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Budget Related Issue 



DOD MEDICAL RESEARCH CHARTER 
• (vis-a-vis other Federal Agencies) 

Subject of Issue : Congressional actions on DoD budget requests 
are being denied in cases where any other agency is conducting research 
in the area. ... 

History: Congressional actions during FY 76 and FY 77 budget cycle 
denied DoD requests for money for research in drug and alcohol abuse, and 
a series of infectious and dental diseases. Thebasis for denial has 
been that the Department, Health, Education, and Welfare (DHEW) is 
doing work Ln these fields and the DoD, therefore, should not require 
any effort in the area. This has been cited especially in cases where 
the DoD level of effort is much smaller than the DHEW commitment. 
A GAO review of infectious disease research was completed in FY 76, 
overseas laboratory reviews are underway now which could cause 
further areas to be so identified in FY 78 and beyond. 

Budgetary Impact: Previous reductions were not made until late hi 
the fiscal year. As a result, money had been committed to new and 
continuing efforts under the authority of the Continuing Resolution. Thus, 
when all funds programmed for the effort were withdrawn, additional 
funds were also lost due to the fact that the earlier commitments to 
contracts had been made and could not be recouped. 

DoD Position: DoD does carefully coordinate and draw from the civil 
and other Federal agency research. It conducts research only on the 
unique problems of th.e Military Services or those aspects of the 
problem that the civil sector cannot or will not address. Thus, rather 
than duplicate, the smaller DoD investment represents a complimentary 
effort that provides specialized results of interest to DoD. 
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F3 D U CTION OF OUTYEAR OPERA TIN G AND SUPPORT (Q&S ) COSTS 

1. Issue: To reduce the fraction of the outyear DoD budget allocated 
to system operating and support costs;, while at the sar.; tiiaa maintain- 
ing operational readiness. 

2- Background : Continued growth in the fraction of the DoD budget 
allocated to operate and support current systems has impaired force 
modernization. Greater emphasis is needed on reducing the future O&S 
costs of systems now being developed, so as to reverse this trend as 
new systems enter the inventory. 

Better visibility on the specific OSS costs of current systems is a 
necessary step in defining and reducing the O&S cost of future sys terns - 
The next step is to eaploy the results of that improved visibility. 

3. DoD Position : We are confident that we can achieve the ability to 
identify and track the O&S costs of individual types of defense systems. 
We must also control the future O&S costs of systems now in development, 
so as to achieve a net reduction in the O&S portion of the DoD budget. 

4. Cu rrent Status : The DapSecDef memorandum on Reduction of Outyear 
Operating and Support Costs, 28 February 1976, directed the Military 
Departments to establish O&S cost targets for each major system now in 
development, and to propose methods to assess the net O&S cost inpact 
on future Department budgets of all DSARC decisions. 

i. . 

The Services have forwarded their planned approaches to the establish- 
ment of O&S cost goals for all major programs now in the DSARC process 
and proposed methodology for annual assessment of the net O&S cost 
impact of DSARC decisions during the preceeding year. Refinements 
required by ASD(I&L) review are now in progress. 
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VISIBILITY AND MANAGEME NT OF OPERATING AND Sl??Q KT COSTS 

costs of currenr ^vc--.™^ "' 1<3 support 

life cycle colt ThCc) J * ! * """"^ ste P in reducing the 

cycie cohu ILCC; of future weapon systems. 

During SecDef testimony, Senator Culver asked for LCC estinates on 

in its budget, beginning with the FY 1977 submission ThiZ 7 " 
■night be pLsibfe to , r-r,X StM ?- H °" eVer - BoD did it 



«t UP t. al f :;i:l^7^ziT~ s y sees T e - ot 

systems. W<* are unrti'^ • ■ -f. COSES Dv individual veapon 

costs. ^ t0 lnpr ° Va Vlsib ^ty on operating and support. ■ 

J. Cur^ent^S^atus: ASD(l& L ) has been tasked to define the ra - rre . n , 
in^oroation syste, needed to account for O&S costs by Season TylUT 
type. The Services have presented their proposed wmareje-il 
tion systems for ASDU&L) review Refi^L*;. - Daaa S eDent "-forea- 
review are now in progress ^^ements m. response to ASD(ISL) 

Prior to .o.^ = "n't." tZr'ZZr o't-L^ 'f'*"^" 

S:°ed p i„ r i- To» s °" r, iUr projoccs - ° nd *• ^ J.. «i» 

^^ci.- p.ejTis to, an (Job cost Ksra-p^^nf Tnf/,™,^ 

""'■'-o'- 3 ^ 1 - information svsten for 
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LIFE CYCLE COST (l.CC) REDUCTION 

To define and reduce the total cost of acquiring ooi.-rp.tin- main- 
taming and supporting defense systems, while at the same tin?, r-ainta^niPg 
torce oodernuatioa, readiness and operational effectiveness. 

2- b ackground : LCC reduction is a major objective of the DoD. There is 
also considerable Congressional interest in this subject. Pre* ant appropria- 
tion accounting makes it relatively easy to identify development, procurement 
and military construction costs of specific weapon systems. However, operat- 
ing and support (O&S) cost appropriations are related to type of organization 
and function, rather than to type of weapon system. 

3. DoD Position: We can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well and 
we are improving that capability. We can and are holding acquisition programs 
to predefined unit cost thresholds as a necessary but not sufficient part 
ot LCC reduction. Additional steps are necessary to define and reduce the O&S 
cost of current and future weapon systems. Those steps are now underway. 

4. Current Status (more detail in attached backup papers): 

Dgllgtt to Cost - DoD Directive 5000.28, May 1975, directed the Military 
Departments to design systems to predetermined unit production costs, and to 
trade oft performance, schedule and quantity as necessary to meet cost goals 
host major systems not yet in production either have established DTC f^ls or 
havemade cost an "equal partner" with "cost drivers" in early design studies 

-*f C Drc SxSZSd? DSAKC review3 and c ° rrective action is di — d «* b — ' 

Visibility. and Manage ment of Operating and Sup port Costs - A D-pS-cD=>f 
memorandum dated 16 October 1^ directed ASD(ltt) to define the ,w t 
v information system needed to account for the O&S costs of current systems bv 
system type- ASD (Comptroller) was directed to modify DoD accounting systems 
as necessary. The Military Departments have presented their proposals for 
such an information system- and refinements are in progress. 

d^JrJTpTT ° f °?S? a ^ 0 P erarin ^l^eEOI^Costs - A DepSecDef memorandum 
cared 23 February 1976 directed the Military Departments to establish OSS 
cos. goals for each major system development program and to propns* methods 
tor an annual assessment of the net impact of all DSAKC decisions rVth- 0&S 
portion of their outyear budgets. The over,.!! objective is a net rV-al 
reduction in. that fraction of the DoD budge- allocated to 0&S costs.""'"* 

Reliability and Ma i ntainability - Reliability and .uaintainaV i : >-y ■---..•.() 
are systen. parameters that link system design characteristics to 053 n'J' 
readiness and operational effectiveness. Quantitative R&M require ^ »'e 
now included m almost all DCPs; however, DoD r , Ucy on R&M Te^^Z . 
clar.ried and extended to subsystems and le,s-than-.mn jor systems in o~<- 
co racilitate LCC reduction. DDR&E and ASOClSL) are preparing a* Don ^Z- 
,w, on this subject and supervising the revision of aporopriate Hili^-y" 
^c;mdards. . — J 
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DESIGN TO COST 



1. Issue: To specify and constrain the cost of each new system so DoD 
can afford to buy the quantities of systems it needs to meet national 
security objectives within current and foreseen budget constraints. 

2. Background: Design to Cost (DTC) is a management policy similar to 
cost control techniques used in the commercial sector. DTC established 
unit cost as a parameter equal in importance with system performance 
program schedule and other factors that can drive program cost, such 'as 
produceability, logistic support concept, data requirements, safety/ 
survivability, etc. It requires planners to set cost. goals the DoD can 
afford to pay, and to trade off system design parameters against those 
goals. It further requires that cost be emphasized in trade-off decisions 
throughout the acquisition process, and that cost estimates be verified as 
within pre-set goals prior to award of the production contract. 

3. DoD Position: Design to Cost is necessary to counter the escalating 
costs of defense systems. We plan to continue applying it to new 
development programs (both systems and subsystems). 

tnnn-- o« re ° t St *^ : Desi S n to Cost P olic y «s formalized in DoD Directive 
5000.28, issued in May 1975. Each Program Manager receives comprehensive 
instruction on Design to Cost policy and implementation experience as he 
goes through the Defense Systems Management College. Design to Cost 
objectives have been routinely established on all recent major development 
programs Examples include the A-10, F-16 and Advanced Medium STOL air- 
craft, the F-18, Patrol Frigate, Submarine Launched Cruise Missile UTTAS 
helicopter, Advanced Attack Helicopter, and XM-1 tank. Such objectives 
are being defined for more recent programs on a routine basis. While 
initial emphasis was on designing to a unit production cost, primarily 
because DoD s ability to estimate and measure unit cost is better than 
its ability to estimate and measure Life Cycle Cost, DoD is now increas- 
ing emphasis on making design tradeoffs to control life cycle cost 
drivers. J 
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SPECIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS 



• Problem : With increasing costs of defense systems, equip- 
ment and material, there were concerns that military 
specifications were the "cost drivers". 

- t~7 

2. I ssue : Military specifications and standards have 
occasionally contained unrealistic, obsolete or marginal 
requirements which resulted in excessive costs. 

3. DoD Position : DoD is attacking the problem on three 
fronts : 

a) ASD(I§L) and DDR5-I2 co-sponsor the Defense Material 
Specifications and Standards Board to review on a con- 
tinuing basis the total specifications and standardiza- 
tion program management to recommend necessary changes 
in policy to the SecDef. 

b) At the request of Dc-pSecDe.f , the Services ha" 2 
established RFP (Request* for Proposal] Review Boards 
to review and "scrub" hFPs, prior to their formal 
release to bidders, of any excessive requireme;: ■> :: ?.y,.\ 
unwarranted cost-uriv.i ns? requirej.Kjr.ts. including ■■ 
specification require: .v;-ts . 

c) ASD(I9L) end DIXO.-.T. jointly established a Def«.r.sf 
Science Board Task Fore-- to recommend appropriate 
specifications and standards policy. 

4. Status : 
A. DMSSB : 

1) Now have five Technical Panels (i.e., Ma fcf- rial;.: . 
Electronics, Metrication, Clothing and Textile,' 
Audio Visual). The Metrication Panel, for example, 
prepared an interim policy on the use of the metric 
system of meas moment in the DoD which was signed 
by DepSecDsf. 

2) A task group revised the DoD Standardization 
Manual covering specification preparation, 
coordination and management . 
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B ■ RFP Review Boards : 

All three Services have established these review 
boards and are actually scrubbing new major system 
RFPs. On several procurements, draft RFPs were 
submitted to industry prior to formal release to 
bidders soliciting comments on the identification 
of cost- driving elements and suggestions on hov. r to 
meet the intent of the need at lower cost. 

C. Defense Science Board Task Forc e: 

Found that while needing continual attention for 
improvement, specifications and standards were . 
adequate and not the fundamental problem. The 
problem was really the over- application (or blanket 
application) of these documents, which in many cases, 
resulted in unwarranted costs. Among the Task Force 
recommendations are: 1) "tailoring* 1 or selective 
application of the specification requirements to 
each program, 2) establish an environment to provide ' 
incentives or contractors/bidders for proposing* 
tailored specifications and for Tcco-'imending cost 
effective waivers to reduce costs- • f.-nd c) education 
- of Program i-ian £.<T*rs on specification applications 
to avoid excessive costs. The Services are. currently 
initiating actions to implement those recommendations. 
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RELIA BILITY AND MAI NTAIN ABILITY 

Issue: To reduce Che operating and support cost of defense system* while 
maintaining or increasing their readiness and operational effectiveness. 

2. Ba ckground : Reliability and Maintainability (R&M) are measurable perfor- 
mance parameters that link system design characteristics to readiness, 
effectiveness, operating and support cost. Improved R&M simultaneously 
increases readiness and percentage of successful missions, while decreasing 
maintenance, supply and manpower requirements. In the past, field reliability 
has often been only a fraction of that "demonstrated" by the contractor in 
REL DEMO done to a MIL STD. This occured because REL DEMO test criteria did 
not realistically approximate actual field conditions and definitions of a 
"failure" were not relevant to actual field experience. OSD has major 
initiatives underway to improve this situation. 

3. DoD Position : Increased emphasis must be placed on improving the R&M of 
systems during RDT&E , rather than trying to fix systems, already iu production. 

4. Current Status : Quantitative R&M thresholds are now included in virtually 
all DC?s and attainment of these thresholds has become an issue at DSAUC 
re'/ievs. The Deputy Director (Test and Evaluation) has placed a high priority 
on R&M in his reviews of test programs and test results, as reflected in his 
reports to the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the D5ARC Chairman at all 
critical milestone decisions. 

OUDR&S and OASDCl&L) are preparing a DoD Directive on R&M to ensure these 
parameters are addressed as an integral part of the acquisition process for 
both major and less-than-ma jor system and subsystem programs. 

The Military Departments are revising Military Standards pertaining to reli- 
ability, especially the reliability of electronics equipment. Tnese revisions 
will translate DoD policy to the Defense industries. They include increased 
realism of tests conducted in laboratory test chambers. The cost of more 
realistic test facilities is to be paid for by shorter total test time and 
greater correlation of laboratory and field reliability values. 

The Services have recently included in their budgets funds to improve readi- 
ness and reduce operating costs for equipment in the field. This is 
accomplished primarily through the upgrading of equipment reliability an:! 
maintainability identified by organizations specifically charged with this 
responsibility such as the Air Force Productivity, Reliability, Availability 
and Maintainability (PRAM) Program Office. 

Government and industrial technology base activities are exploring the 
feasibility of using highly reliable electronic modules as basic build Leg 
blocks for widespread application to electronics equipment, High design 
reliability and tight quality control are to be paid for by savings .-ich levsd 
through volume production and standardization. 

Contractual approaches are. being developed which will incentivice contractors 
to dc-sign equipment for high reliability and low repair costs. Approaches 
successfully used include contract award foes and reliability warranties. 



SOVIET TECHNOLOGICAL DOCTRINE AND PRACTICE 



S ubject : The relationships between Soviet science and technology 
doctrine and practice and their military technological status. 

2. Background ; Soviet doctrine was enunciated by Lenin — "One must 
either master the highest technology or be crushed", and has been 
continually reaffirmed — "The development of Soviet science has 
special significance today when the scientific-technological 
revolution has become the most important area in the competition of 
the two opposed world systems" (Communist Party Central Committee 
Resolution, December 1973). Soviet policy is set by the Politburo, 
and is specifically oriented toward establishing credible military 
scientific-technical superiority over the U.S. R&D management is 
highly centralized; the Politburo's executive agent is the Council 
of Ministers, 75 percent of whom have technical backgrounds. The 
USSR has deliberately emphasized the greatest possible rate of 
advance in military technology at the expense of improvements in 
the civilian sector. Soviet policy is to exploit innovations 
achieved in civil R&D for military purposes, but because of the 
weakness of Soviet civil R&D, we have not seen any instances in which 
it has contributed significantly to their military technology. There 
is no Soviet counterpart to the cross-fertilization process in U.S. 
industry and commerce which advances military and civilian technology 
together in many areas that are militarily important to the U.S. 
Within the military sector, past Soviet practice emphasized 
continuity of effort and incremental improvements. Today there are 
many indications of willingness to take the risks of applying and 
exploiting advanced technology. 

3. DoD Position : Soviet doctrinal emphasis on science and technology 
has led to a commitment of resources for military R&D which must be 
regarded as a serious threat to the military balance between the U.S. 
and USSR. The U.S. can meet this challenge only through a sustained i 
and vigorous program of RDT&E to advance and exploit its strong 
technologies. Such a program is feasible at affordable cost, because 
of the inherent weakness in the Soviet system of separating military 
and civil R&D. The rate of advance of Soviet military technology — 
overall — will be inhibited as long as their civilian sector is 
excluded from supporting such advances, although with special emphasis 
they have been able to surpass the U.S. in some fields of technology. 
The U.S. can retain the technological initiative and preserve the 
military balance if it has the will to do so. 



ODDR&E 
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4. Current Status: Soviet military R&D increasingly is producing a 
Variety of quality military equipments. Also, there are strong 
indications, in the form of a number of Soviet military R&D activities 
and new systems being deployed (e.g., air cushion vehicles, radar 
satellites) , that the Soviets have broken away from their long- 
standing policy of technological conservatism. Several of the Soviet 
military R&D activities are not well understood, but are a matter of 
concern because they appear to be related to key missions of U.S. 
forces (e.u,., new approaches to ballistic missile defense and anti- 
submarine warfare) . Avoidance of technological surprise requires a 
coherent R&D effort to generate new technological options in mission 
areas where U.S. vulnerability may be uncertain and where the risk 
of surprise is great. 



UNCLASSIFIED 



C0>-5STITI0r-J IN IEH3K35 ESOCUBE-ST-ri 



Issue: To utilize competition to the maximum extent feasible 
during the acquisition of defense systems and equipment. 

Backr.rou.n d: - 'lamps tit ion between system concepts, present and 
proposed systems, contractors, subcontractors, and even between 
the Military Departments is the paramount motivating factor during 
both development and production of defense hardware. Winning the _ 
development and/or production contract is- a far greater incentive 
than the profit rate or any "incentive clause" after competition . 
is reduced to a sole source. .. 

DoD Po sit ion: Competition is to be used wherever economically 
feasible throughout the acquisition cycle, to include competitive 
development, production and alternate sourcinf, 1 ' 

Current Status: Kent of our recent msjor programs include a 
competitive prototype phase cluring advanced development, with 
comparison of test results ( ,f f ly-off ", "shoot -off") as a key 
factor in the decision to advance the program into full-scale 
engineering development. Examples inc.'U-de the A-X prototype 
competition which resulted in selection cf the A- 10 Close Suppcvt 
Aircraft, the Air Combat Fighter (F-l6), Advanced Attack fj-li'.. 
copter, XM-i tan};, and Submarine- launched Cruise Missile. 

On high volume production programs, second source competitions are 
also held. Examples include the Army's TCW r,ci Shillelagh antitank 
missiles, the Sparrow and Sidewinder air-to-air missiles, ' and the 
MZ-UQ torpedo. 

When competition is not economically feasible at the weapon system 
level, subsystem and component competition is often implemented. 



DISfcS 
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UNCLASSIFIED 



EXPEDITIOUS JOT&E OF IIR MAVERICK 



1. ISSUE: As a result of DSARC II of IIR MAVERICK in September 1976, 
operational uncertainties were surfaced which affected the potential 
operational utility of the system. 

2. BACKGROUND : Even though a comprehensive advanced development test 
program had been successfully accomplished by the developing agency, 
there remained some doubts about the operational utility of IIR MAVERICK 
in particular combat scenarios. To resolve these uncertainties, DepSecDef 
directed that a Joint Operational Test and Evaluation be initiated and 
conducted in a compressed timeframe. Test planning is in progress with 
the USAF as the executive Service. A partial report will be provided in 
March 1977 and a final report by August 1, 1977. An independent contractor 
has been chosen to assist in test planning, monitor test conduct and pro- 
vide an independent analysis at the completion of the joint tests. 

3. RECOMMENDED POSITION : DD(TSE) support and provide advice and direction 
as appropriate, to the Joint Test Director. 
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General Support Rocket System (GSRS) (also on Enclosure 3) 

Infrared Imaging Seeker (also on Enclosure 3) 



CHEMICAL WARFARE READINESS IMPROVEMENT 



1. (U) Subject: of Issue : DoD efforts to improve chemical warfare . 
(CW) pasture, both protective and retaliatory. 

2. \ Background :'] 

" • ■ . '■ 

o USSR poses serious threat in CW. ; 

O 



• o US has ratified Geneva Protocol with reservation which essentially 
... bans 'first use of CW. 1 

3. (U) DoD Position: Supports efforts. to modernize chemical warfare 
capability and to improve protective posture to allow continuing opera- 
tions in a CW environment. 

4. \. i Current Status : •' ----- • '. • 

Defensive Programs : . . ' . ... * . 

.' I o FY 1977 budget^contained $37. 4M for defensive RDTScE, FY 1973 
.... budget contain sj J . 

•'. ■ O FY 1977 Army budget contained . .$95. 8 M for procurement, O&M, 
and war reserve funds; FY 1978 budget contains Hall for 

improvement of defensive and protective posture. 

FY 1977 Air Force budget contained $17.2Mfor protective items; 
FY 1978 contains f J 

Training is being improved in bo>h Army and Air Force, about 
personnel will be added to training and disaster preparedness team 
by FY 1978. 



OADfE&LS) 
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Retaliatory Programs: 



o Binary chemical munition RDT?;E is continuing 
programmed by FY 1978. 



o No production decision on binary munitions has been made, nor 
.. baa any modernization program been undertaken pending further 
.review of national policy in this area. Various studies . are in 
progress to better develop the DoD position. .... 



^Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (UN) 



M-X ' _ ' 



Issue: What should be the M-X development pace? 
. * I. Subject \ 

The M-X is envisioned as a large, highly accurate, MIRVed i 
missile (approximately 170,000 lbs) capable o£ being moved from 
aimpoint to aimpoint in a manner which will conceal its location 
such that all aimpoints, whether they be visible above-ground 
shelters or invisible subterranean trenches, are credible to the 
offense." If attacking weapons are added by the offense, additional 
aimpoints can be proliferated at relatively low cost. The M-X 
thus achieves a very high prelaunch survivability. . It will also 
retain the rapid response characteristics and positive command and 
control features inherent in a land based ICBM. 

2. Background ) " " 

■ • iFour new-generation Soviet ICBMs and^* {paylqad 
-.variants have been developed since the Vladivostok Accord. This 
evolving Soviet ICBM force with its improvements in accuracy, 
throwweight , targeting flexibility, and prelaunch survivability is 
a formidable threat to our land based missile force, as well as our 
cities. Additionally, vigorous Soviet missile R$D effoTt beyond 
~* le curren ~ deployment activities indicates a Soviet trend towards 
improvement of their counterfcrce capability and a broadening by 
its potential base for rapid quantity and quality improvements. 
Survivability of U. S. land based ICBMs in the 1980s, as well. as a 
partial redress' of the "growing throwweight imbalance, can be 
achieved by making the ICBM transportable and hard to an optimal 
. degree. By providing credible aimpoints which are cheaper than the 
weapons required to destroy them, an arms race can. be avoided. 

~ 3 . ' DoD Position - i , 

The DoD believes in the TRIAD as an absolute necessity for . 
' . strategic deterrence because the diversity of three entirely differen 
systems will preclude a potential disaster by one technology break- 
through. ICBMs offer a unique capability not present in the other 
two legs of the TRIAD, nasiely, capability across the entire target 
spectrum; a time urgent, hard target kill capability; facility for 
positive command and control; and an excellent inherent capacity 
for redressing throwweight ir.bal-ances . As the ICBM is vital to the 
■- TRIAD, its survivability should therefore be insured. 



4. Current Status J 

M-X technology has proceeded in the advanced development 
stage for several^years , particularly in the areas of guidance 
and propulsion; ) 

Basing mode studies have been 
accomplished, indicating^ that" the shelter and .trench concepts 
as the most promising. / 



Funding (Millions) \ 

FY 78 79 " 80 81 82 



Originator:. DDRSE 



Date:"" : 5U Novercoer 1 



. ■ ; 1 • . . ..... ;, 

- •'• ■ •' • * ; ■' '• SLEW/" TRIDENT II '. '-^.h : ■■"'^ ■'. 

Xssue: ^ do V'e nood'TRIDEKT II juissilc for a neu'SLUM? ' 

■ -" *••»•. .• •. - ' ' ' '. '"*'' • 

1« ' Subject / . - "' "< ' . \ > - -=' ; '"-.>. • 



2. Br. c]:r< round I '. ■ - " •■ • .-.--.v.-: • • • ■ ..- . 

..~ ; • ■ " • •;■ • r=,:g •. ■•/ . 

' IJ ; ?r strategic TRIAD the SLUM force'' at sea is "the 3e"pst 
taxgstable by opposing strategic systems . *" 



- •« - -J TRIDENT II represents" another 

timely step in the effort of expanding the "haystack".- .". 

3. Bojj Position \ ..'' " '• ■ ' ' ; ; " ; '''J • .' 

o* fK #tSSSt°5 the T elative invulnerability and increased edacity 
?: -^V^ 1 ,^?. 1 an orderly development of the TRIDENT II 

desirable! S ! ubiaarine capability is considered highly 

- ■ • •■.•■..* 

4. • Current Status ! i "■' • ■ : ' • ' ■ r " • .- 



5 *. fHL^lM (Millions) \ .. "■ , • ;" ! 



: 



Originator: DDRSE ■ 

Da i: e : 50 ftoveniferjLjffir' 

"\"-T 



.Purpose: To describe weapons systems under development which. 
■ ■ wight be: * ' ■ . . .. . ■•■•'■-^v--. . 



Construed at> having- a .first stride 
.•• capability :/ . A ; . • 

» Subjects of concern in arms control, 
.negotiations because of: ;•>;•::;'?.: 
• ■ ' ■ ■ • .-. ... - . • '■ 

Possible verification' problems .'" 
-'-•Possible threats to Soviet strategic 
• -war-making capabilities.' 



1, Poss ible First" Strike Weapons! '. .. * ;v. ■■■ 

• " ; ■ ■ . .;. ; . .' .;-.>;•;; y '■ . ••: 

• The "only conceivable 'reason for our .attempting a first 
strike would be to disarm the Soviet's, i v e_, to deliver a 
surprise initial attack of such magnitude as to reduce to 
•a .relatively negligible level the Soviet capacity for " 
retaliation.: Otherwise, we -invite their retaliation. They ' 
have an assured second strike capability'-- achieved through 
a TRIAD similsr to our own -which, we cannot obliterate by 
any present or proposed capability, or ■ even. .by capabilities 
which, are still in the realm of speculation. At least twice 
in the last thirty years the Soviets did' not have an assured 
retaliatory capability; they were engaged in provoking- us ; 
and .yet, it was not in our nature to attempt even limited 
military action against them, . .." .... 

The ability to execute a disarming first strike .requires' 
three essentials: '.••.-. ..' 

" - Accurate location of all Soviet strategic -weapons . - 
•;: - Sufficient weapons to" attack effectively' all Soviet . 
.'-'.- strategic weapons. . • .-.'■' 

- r Surprise. . . ... -.- .:. vV '.[.■ :-Jr' L ' : ■■; .:\ 

Me do not possess either of the first two" military capebili 
.ties and our open society forecloses the third essential. 
Still, there are some who believe that the development of 
certain weapons systems poses a potential first strike capa- 
bility. In this context, a hard target kill (HTK) capability 
is most often cited as a first strike capability. An HTK . 
capability would be necessary but not. sufficient, without 
satisfying the above criteria, for a first strike. U.'-S. HTK 
capabilities and goals derive from a desire for effectiveness 
and "efficiency in a retaliatory role, and -- for those weapons 
targeted against his strategic nuclear forces — to destroy 
his residual or reserve force to preclude coercion or further 
war-making capacity after the onset of hostilities. ■ 



Not only do we not seek a first strike capability, we 
seek to reduce incentives for an opponent to strike first in- 
a crisis situation by providing our forces with such char- 
acteristics, that an aggressor would not significantly change 
the outcome by striking first in a crisis. ." .This is the 
essence of strategic stability. . ..\ . ' ' 

. -. ' Those systems most frequently criticized as having a 
first strike capability, are: . ... 



L . . which will be deceptively based. 

among a large number of hardened aim points. It' will satisfy ." 
requirements for, (iy multiple aim point, basing to redress- •-. ; 
'the increasing vulnerability- of silo based ICBM's; (2) greater 
payload.to somewhat offset the existing Soviet throw-weight, 
advantage in new ICBM's and SLBM's-, and, (3) the capability - 
to attack effectively an expanded and harder set of targets. 

;.. •■ . Through M-X development we seek, the ability to . - * 
maintain a credible second strike "which is in fact that which 
deters a Soviet first strike. \ However,, the ultimate founda- 
tion of the credible second strike is in numbers of deployed, 
"weapons and not in the weapon system development. They are 
separable considerations. . , - 

■. rS 'M-X multiple 'aim point basing is criticized by some on 
the grounds that it is difficult to verify numbers of missiles 
We note that while this* may be true in -the general case,., 
deployment constraints can be devised, which permit high con- 
fidence counting even without on-site inspection and that , ...i 
on-site counting is quite reliable, in any event. ^Banning •• 
mobile missiles is tantamount to giving up on ICBM's, since - : 
it is only a matter—of time before the survivability of : U.S. 
silo-based ICBM T s will be unacceptable low. : . Further , mobile. 
ICBM's, because of their high survivability, do not invite a :■■ 
first strike (there' is no premium for .striking first) and 
hence represent , a stabilizing'.inf luence. • > ■ 

b. ''* Improved Yield and. Accuracy . for MINITTEMAN . . > 'V " ; v " 

MINUTEMAN III is b*ing improved) 

These -are" interim 
improvements to redress throw-weight asymmetries and maintain 



fl J 5"v,1-l; f ?3 U ii r x lence P endin S the availability of M X. Humbers 
Of HihUiEMAN III are inadequate, even Kith improved accuse? 
and hxgner yield, to represent a first strike threat. " 



c. MaRV (Maneuvering Reentry Vehicle}.' 

MaRV's are 
iile. They hai 
snsive missiles 
system accuracy, j 



_ MaRV's are potentially applicable to any ballistic 
roissixe. mey have two applications. One is for evading 

iti e t^ 1V ^ mi5Slle ^' thG ° ther - 15 f0r "Paving overall missile 
system accurarv. / 



. ■ " As with other weapons systems or components, this 

. .. development does not threaten any adversary/ Further deployed 

essSnr^? 5 ' P; te ^ ia ^r only oL of the ^hree P ' 

essential criteria for a fir-st strike. 

^ • d. Bombers and Cruise Missiles. 

- - These represent no conceivable first strike potential " 

because of the long flight times involved. potential 

2. Subjects of Concern - Verification ' '. • 

."• . a. M-X: Discussed : above under first strike. 

"•- b. Cruise Missiles: Two cruise missiles are currently 
rATr>1, anC ! d J cvel °P ra ent: the air launched cruise missile 
(ALCM) and the TOMAHAWK sea launched cruise missile. The 
' fS? I'- ° n B 'f 2s '. cou ^ significantly enhance bomber 

, force effectiveness by diluting Soviet air defenses, suppic- 
. jentwg penetration range, and providing increased overall 

targeting flexibility. There are two versions of the TQU^-V"-' 
fhe conventionally armed anti-ship TOMAHAWK will provide the 
Navy a mucn needed capability to insure that our ships and' 
submarines will not be out-ranged by potential adversaries 
The nucxear armed Land Attack TOMAHAWK could be deployed o- 

ZT^t^l f ^ e ! hi ? s '. a i"raft, and mobile land launchers- 
j.or (.accical or strategic attack. 

. . " Both ALCM and TOMAHAWK are highly accurate *lexibl«- 

• inexpensive weapons They are small, aerodynamic vehicles "' 

m ^ £ly a V?l? ft subsonic - speeds at very low altitude maV™ 

?£5?4 C ;- difflCUlt , t0 dGteCt and destroy. They use commoT' 
■TtKC^M terrain matching guidance, system turbine ev*i*c 
nuclear warhead. ° ' 



;'-.V /• * •"' "-^ V'"' 4 :- 4 . ' 

'•*Tt. is expected that a decision will be macle in the next few ' 
raonths on whether to enter engineering development with 
either ALCM or TOMAHAWK or both. • • •. ... 

If . cruise missiles are covered in future SAL agreements 
; there, could be two aspects of compliance verification to be 
■■-addressed. The first aspect could be verification of the 
total number of cruise missiles deployed or "in storage and 
the second could involve limits on range of the missiles. ... 



-iv'-i. There is no known adequate technical basis for veri- '" ' 
-fxably ..constraining cruise missile range. For example, some 
current Soviet missiles, with substantially less range than 
the potential' U.S. cruise missiles, are physically much lar^-r 
than the U.S. cruise" missiles would be. An overriding con-* 
. ;sideration bearing on the problem of limiting cruise missile 
; range is the fact that the geographical distribution of Soviet 
.. targets requires a -long range for U.S. cruise missiles . 
m whereas" hcr'avy coastal population and industrial concentration 
...in the United States permits attack by short range Soviet 
•cruise missiles. There : is no realistic way to differentiate 
between tactical and strategic cruise missiles,- 

3 - Subje ct of Concern - Threats to Soviet Strate gic War- 
; •- Making Ca p abilities ~ '. '. ; " — ~ ,= : : 

■ 'a. U.S. Offensive Systems: Discussed in 1. above. ' 

•;*^--b. ABM: We have no deployed ABM capability. "h r e have a 

program (~$200M) in advanced component and systems technology. 
..No .weapojis system is under development. ABM RfjD has the ° 
..?. 0 . 1 l owin S objectives which, represent no threat to any Soviet 
strategic war-making capability: 

-"Maintain a capability to develop and deploy an ABM 
v : system should one be required for defense' of ICEM 
forces, C-* systems, or other high value targets. 



■■■] 



Maintain the U.S. lead in" ABM technology through 
investigation of advanced components, technologies 
and systens concepts that could yield a technologi- 
cal breakthrough. ' .. •■-;.<. 



C. Space Defense; 



SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIALS 



Issue: Does U. S. run short of special nuclear materials for ' 
. ... . . its weapons? 

1 ' jsubjsct / ( ■ .'. . " •■ 

The term special nuclear materials (SNM) ," consists of enriched 
uranium, plutonium, and tritium, j ' """ "~ " 



1 2. Background \ 



? 



' o There are two alternatives which may be considered: 



f5f 

i 



O 1 



o ERDA has "mothballed" capacity f 



2 



5. DoD Position (U) 

,-*". ■ N / A 

4. Current Status \ ~~ 



5...' F unding r CU]' 
N/A 



Originator: DDR5E 
Date: 
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.' 2. Background " ■ / 



3- DoD Position 



h. Current "Status 



p 



■■-•-*■ — »•--■ -'• 



5* Funding (Millions) 
FY 76 S P rior 
.. • 9.2 



77 



78- 



73 80 81 



..' HIGH ENERGY LASERS 



. ' . '■ Suh J* £C t of interest , 



"2. C^c kg round L ; " "- ; ' . ' '■>£*?.•■■ .' 

deveUpSnt^oT *'* '» th« exploratory and* «rly advanced 



■ ,. ° ." e ha y e made » concerted effort to focus on techrnlo-w 
^;~t.ng -ajor portions of our efforts toward spec m c near' 



and avoid 
term app] ica- 



: v ,.„ . y ::\ -;'-:r .:,- - . ■ . ; ■ 



3-- DoD Position ^ ) - , ' . 



30 No v 75 
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: KATO AIRBORNE EARLY EARNING (AEW) AIRCRAFT 



PROBLEM : NATO has a need for an airborne early learning aircraft to 
provide the key elemant in establishing control of the air environ- 
ment wherever NATO forces are engaged. 



Tri -Major NATO Cosaman'darc requirement has been- stated for a force cf 
these aircraft. A decision on this natter \>-ill have to be ciade duri^p 
the Feb-May 1977 tise fraise. 

II. BACKGROUND . ..' ".. 

Since 1S73 the US has proposed that NATO accept the USAF E-3A AUACS 
(or a derivation thereof) as the candidate aircraft to satisfy the 
■ Tri~Majcr NATO Contenders ROC for a force of NATO Airborne Early hom- 
ing aircraft. Several different NATO ccimsittees , study groups, and 
Steering coirniittees have been 'forced to provide recoimiendecions on 
aircraft type, configuration, force size, ground interface edifications 
with ._NACGE, Strida II NKADGE, and 4G7L/412L. "" " 



Other NATO nations such as Norvay and" 
Netherlands have expressed strong s-apport, but " . 



.... The eos't recent egression of NATO on this, natter vas at the € Eecei&cr 
; 1976 NATO Defense Planning Connaittee nesting. At that meeting. tlia*NATO 
Defense Ministers reaffirm d the importance of a NATO AEW -force and agreed 
to a meeting of high level experts in early January-1977 to e^anunif^finan- 
cdal aspects to be followed shortly thereafter by a meeting of Defense 
Ministers" to decide whether or not to proceed. 

III. PoD POSITION : - ' 




.17. 



:us: EoD representatives are preparing for participation in 



tne meeting of the NATO high level experts to be held in January 1577. 




, NET TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT— U.S. vs. USSR RDTSE 



1. Subj e ct of Interest : The relative capabilities of tha U.S. an». 
USSR for performing military RDT&E. 

2. Background : ^ _~_7~' _ 



^_ These "analyses show the USSR outspending the u/s. in" 
military RDT&E for at least' the last, six years. 

More substantive comparisons take into account differences in RDT&E 
style (e.g., willingness to innovate), market base for technology 
advances, and relevance to system mission capability. A judgmental 
assessment has been made taking these factors into- account , and 
indicates a comprehensive pattern of improvement in the quality of 
Soviet military RDT&E. Although U.S. technological quality 
generally continues to surpass that of the USSR, the combination of 
Soviet quantitative advantage and quality improvements is of serious 
concern to future U.S. national security. 

3. DoD Position: The U.S. leads overall in military technology, and 
n££ L45._ t _°, retain the lead to maintain — at reasonable cost — a military 
balance with the USSR, so as to deter global conflict and deter or 
win limited wars. The U.S. has an inherent advantage, in that 
advances in several militarily" important technologies are jointly 
supported by the military and commercial markets (e.g., aircraft gas 
turbines, semi-conductor and integrated-circuit industries, and ■ 
computers). There is no counterpart to this joint market support in 
"the Soviet Union. Soviet RDT&E effort in the past has generally 
emphasized continuity of effort and incrementalism, but in recent 
years "they have shown that they can pull ahead of the U.S. if there 
is no U.S. commercial base and DoD does not support technology 
advances (e.g., chemical warfare) . Today, Soviet military RDT&E 
exhibits increasing willingness to invest in high-risk technologies 
with, potentially great payoff in military applications. The U.S. can 
beat the Soviets without commercial support if DoD chooses to do so 
(e.g., air-to-air avionics and military space systems), despite the 
advantages to Soviet intelligence from the U.S. open society. • 

4- Current Status : The U.S. has shown the Soviets that superior 
technology can offset numerical advantages in materiel and personnel. 
Declared Soviet science/technology policy is to surpass the U.S., 
but they have signalled key deficiencies by aggressive attempts to 
transfer technology from the U.S.Jj "_' " 
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• . . However, 

there are gaps in our understanding of some Soviet military RDTiE 
activities, which appear to be related to vitsl mission areas of 
U.S. forces. Jhree steps need to be taken to 'avoid technological 
surprise: . (1) Continue to monitor and assess Soviet RDTSE 
activities and their potential relationships to the military balance. 
(2) Maintain a vigorous RSD effort to generate technological options 
in areas where our vulnerability is uncertain and risk of surprise 
is great. (3) Maintain a persistent and "coherent program of RDT£.E 
for advancing and exploiting militarily important technolocy areas 
where U.S. is strong. In addition, the U.S. must develop new 
strengths for application in selected mission areas where Soviet 
efforts are creating an imbalance. . 



Budget Related Issue 
.CHAIR HERITAGE 



Issue: (U) The Navy has been prevented by. Congressional action from 
continuing the Chair Heritage Program at^_ "'^funding levels. 

History: I '_ _1~ J — - . . 



' The Fiscal" "* 

1977 request for authorization contained an Exploratory Development 
and an Advanced Development project in support of Chair Heritage. 
The Advanced Development program, budgeted at $3.4M, was to 
initiate the development of an Advanced Test Accelerator (ATA). • 
These funds were deleted by the Joint Committee on Armed Services 
pending recommendations from a review of the Chair Heritage pro- 
gram by the JASON Committer. * 

(U) The JASON Committee completed its study and reported favorable 
regarding program continuation. The results of the JASON review 
and the proposed program were presented to the Congressional staffs 
and a request for approval to proceed was sent to the HASC. However, 
HASC concurrence has not been received. All FY 77 funds are deferred 
pending resolution of this issue. \ ... "• ■ 

> • . . . 

Position: (U) HASC - Current position is not known. Impending meeting 
with HASC staff may clarify situation. ' 

ODDRScE -T 

— • ■ ■- — — — — — - I 

Impa ct: (U) Delaying this program for -more than a year will break' up 
the leading team in Lawrence Livermore Laboratory and delay the 
answers needed to establish the feasibility of the use of this machine 
as a viable weapons system. 

*A DARPA- Advisory Committee 
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CAKHOK LAUNCHED GUIDED PROJECTILE COPPERHEAD (CLCP) 



Ircblen: The Amy has been in Engineering Development since 1375 
on a 155= Cannon Launched Guided Projectile with terminal hemic-, capa- 
bility, and has the program on contract to Kartin-Harietta. The "l-jav" 
has also heen doing- similar in-house work « a 5" oro^cctile for ship- 
board use and more recently has done work on an S" guided projectile. 
DoD has continually stressed commonality of the Navy 5" and the Annv 
155can rounds,) - - - 



_ _. _._ On tha other hand, the House Armed Services 

Committee has continued to reduce Army funding for COPPERHEAD thus 
delaying the program, while directing that more commonality studies be car- 
ducted. ■;■ ~ , ' 

2. . Background ; Martin Marietta Aerospace and Texas Instruments Incorporate 
vere selected in February 1572 for participation in Advanced Development. . 
During this phase the major subsystems of the COPPERHEAD (CLGP) vere gu-.i * 
fired to determine, survivability. The two contractors, with different 
design concepts, were authorized to enter, into the Validation Phase of 
Advanced Development in September 1973. " ' """ • " 



.DSARC" II waY h eld on *19 June "lg 75 \ r esult ing "in author iza- 

tion to enter Full Scale Engineering Development. Martin-Marietta vas 
awarded an Engineering Development Contract on 25 July 1975. The contract 
modification for the restructured contract, .necessitated by Cong~=ssio*-al 
reduction in FY 76/7T was signed 25 Jun 76 and increased the program by ' 
S5M. A task force chaired by EDR&E with Army, Navy, and Marine Corps 
members, conducted a guided projectile commonality study during May" thru 
Sep 76. This study was completed and forwarded to Congressional Armed 
Service Committees on 27 Sep 76. The task force recommended that both 
5 and 155mm guided projectile development should be continued. In 
view of the above, the Army was authorized to initiate Producibility ' 
Engineering Planning (PEP) on 15 October 1976. The HASC subsequently ' 
held up PEP and approval to initiate it was given to the Army on 3 December 
1976 with liability limited to $350,000 and efforts to stop at end of 
February 1977. . >• 

3. DoD Position; *" ' ~ ' r 



2. 



4. Statue: 1 



4 



'A 




IMPACT OF. PROCURE'ENT CHANGES 
ON T>E F1S 



1 - Problem : The ELS program 



2 . Back ground: j 



3. ' TfoD Position: ; 



4. Current. Status: The PBD's reflect these charges. - 



AIR TO AIR MISSILE INVENTORY 
1. Problem: USN and USAF fi.ohr.er a: 



i ircraf t are | 



2. Background : A number of factors have caused a shortage of air-to-air 
guided missiles. The War in Vietnam caused expenditures to be high 
both for combat and training, the increasing cost of new missiles . 
results in reduced quantity buys, and the low missile kill probability 
translates into a requirement for more missiles to meet substan- . 
tially the same threat. In addition, development programs for 

new missiles (AIM-7F and AIM-9L) both ran into problems which 
resulted in delays and further exacerbated the inventory problem. 

3. DoD Position : J 



.[_ For the immediate future, we must strive to develop a 

new generation of missiles which (a) are more affordable by virtue 
of lower' cost of acquisition and ownership, (b) have a higher kill 
probability so that we need to procure them in fewer numbers, and.'; 
(c) can be developed on schedule j' " . ■ 

4. Current Status : J 



t These missiles will be joint 



(USN'/USAF) developments. 




• CONVENTIONAL AIRFIELD AT PACK MISSILE 



Problem: Do v;e need a Conventional Airfield Attach Missile (G*-AM)? 

Badcgrpund: The combination of the Warsaw Pace Air Force nuinbers 
disparity coupled with their opportunity to initiate an attack 
against JIATO air bases continues to be" a difficult problem. Oi.:r 
effort to counter the Red advantage has in the past included 
sheltering of our aircraft, deployment of ground and air defenses 
and providing a conventional strike second capability utilizing, 
attack aircraft. Hie interdiction of Pact Main operating air 
bases fMDSs) js difficult because- of the combination of defenses 
and weather, j ' " "' " " "■ 




J "Hie prune candidate for the CAAM is 



DoD Position: f 
• ■ ... _ - .-' 



■ - ... _ - .■ 




Current Stat us: The PBDs reflect the DoD position with 
initial Em3ing established in FV'/S. 



V 

\ 



GENERAL SUPPORT ROCKET -SYSTEM (GSRS) 



?- Problem: 



2. Background : The GSRS concept has been distent in Itscurren* fc-" 

since 1973- Army Joint Working Group (JWG) was established In' February 

IS?-* to assess the need, for a GSRS with a ccunterf : re (counter-battery 

air defense suppression) mission. The JWG conducted a pre! im-nar^'"' * ' 

technical and cost assessment of a multiple launch r'oci'CE sys'em base-- 4 '"■ 

on a threat provided by the USA Field Artillery School "(FAS) C "1 n"n>? d- 

1374, DA directed a study of . the Artillery System {Task Force BATTLBK; KG) 

which considered two GSRS concepts ' ~ 

r • • ■ - - . - . < ' „ 



I ... .. i The JWG prepared a Letter of An r cement (LOA) which was 

approved by SA in September 1975- A, Specie! Study Group (SSG) was' 
subsequently formed to conduct an in-depth investigation of 5SF.S concepts, 
and arrive at a recommended approach to fulfill the system .need. The 
threat was the impetus behind the requirement, and was .?, major factor in. 
determining the required physical and performance chsroctcr] sties of the 
GSRS. Using a representative target list, a Request for Pronssal vss 
released to industry in December 1975 to assist in determining the best 
technical approach (ETA). Five contractors were chosen to assist in 
•development of" system concepts and to propose in-depth technical ?nd 
cost tradeoffs and program cost and schedule data, in addition, a survev 
of foreign rocket system technology was conducted for aop; ication. The.'. 
SSG then proceeded with a Cost and Operational Effectiveness Analvsi* 
comparing the BTA to foreign,- existing U.S. and parametric systems. ' " ""' 



3." DoD Position: 



<m 

/ 



4 - , Fn3 Am y Js Preparing for a DSAPC r o- - 

end iTtne program fs ^proved, contractu?? f 'v"-M 
in t.arch-Apri. ! 1577- * ' °-- 



,-y 1977. 



LTC Cess 
3 Dec 76 



© 



infrared h-iag i>:-:: see;ceh 

(For Air to ground) 



1. ProMc:=l The Air Force has receive a W rc«-'ci t-v ci-ter Eagiuanrir- 

Development irftn the MAVERICK nissiie wit!-, an Zniiv.rnd I=a»i-r S »el-er CI V R)° 
The Kavy cow agrees to utilize I^VESICS IIP., while cha Aix,J is not pre- 
oently. fully supporting development o£ sr. .issuine weaker for KELL*TRE 

i 



2. B ac Kg round y Efforts have been on-going at the Army Missile Coaaand 
since 1972 to develop an imaging seeker suitable for fcalibora* use on a 
small diameter missile. Contractors involved in this Exploratory Davelo— 
meat have been Hughes and Texas Instruments. During the ^aa timeframe ' 
tne Axr Force has more enegeticr.lly funded an Advene id Development pro-'-" 
gram with Hughes for a HAVESICK seeker. They are now ready for Eo*ineer«n* 
Development to cogence in April 1977. The Navy, while earlier supporting 
fi.J^LDU, and a non-itosgins seeker, is no;-- supporting VAVEB1CZ Staging. 

3 - Do D Position : :~ ' " 



Status: Air Force starts ED in April 1577 cn "AVEaICjC IUl for AF/ 
Kavy use. The Amy is working a very low level 6,2 effort in FY 77, while 
planning a nominal 6.3 start in FY 7o for p. HELL? 7.2." imaging seeker. . Joint 
operational jtests ere being conducted/" * * — 
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Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 5 



Technology Base Funding Increase 

Control of Size of In-House Technology Base Program 
DOD Use of Animals in Research 
Chemical Warfare-Biological Defense 
Chemical Warfare Policy 

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement (also on Enclosure 2) 
Weather Modernization 

Computer Software " 
Bombers 

Briefing Paper (also on Enclosure 2) 
Ballistic Missile Defense 
High/Low MIX 
XMl Tank Program 

FRG/UK/US Tank Gun Firing Trials 

NATO Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft (also on Enclosure 2) 
Test and Evaluation Efficiency 
Major Range and Test Facility Base 

TRIDENT I Flight Test Program at the Eastern Test Range (unintelligible 
w/deletions) 

Independent Research and Development 

Export of Technology 5 

Standardization and Interoperability within NATO 

Human Resources & Manpower R&D 
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TECHNOLOGY BASE FUNDING INCREASE 



• Subject of Inte rest: The term Technology Base- refers to the Defense- 
Research (6. 1) and Exploratory Development {6. 2) categories of the 
RDT&E budget, and part cf the Advanced Development .'6. 3) category. 

2. Background ? The Technology Ease constitutes approximately 20% ■ 
of the DoD RDT&E budget, it is the foundation for the RDT&E program 
and provides the technology options for nc, techniques, new systems 
and better manpower use leading toward improved military capability. 
The Technology Base contributes to the economic health 'of the* nation 
through commercialization of RfcD by-products. The Technology Base is 
performed in the in-hoase laboratories ai wail at through contractu a I 
efforts with universities, and industry! ~ 7 ~ 



The Technology Base effort decreased about 4 0% m terms of consent 
. collars beginning in FY 64. This trend "v/r-n revered through increased 
financial support to the Technology Base beginning in FY 76. This 
increase has been supported by DoD and the' Armed Cervices Committees 
■ and the Appropriations Committees. 

' 3 - "PsPjPssiti&n: The' Technology Base is our fou^uion 'for the fuim-e 
eccurity of the nation. It has given us some notable firsts i;i ^i-i'a-y 

•capabilities; including initiatives In laser systems, mmroved iet en^cs 
unproved aerodynamics, advanced simulators for ^derf^aduate pilot 
training, improved materials, night vision -device::.. eonu;:nmi cat ions ' 
technology and reduced mortality for the combat i-^— sd ' 



Current Status : The PPGW specifies an increase In Research id. ?.} 
of a minimum of 10% per year in constant dollars through FY 30 and, .;' 
further, that Exploratory Development (c. 2) shall not be decreased 
below the FY 78 budget request in constant dollars in FY 79-83. It - 
goes on to specify that the percentage of 6. 1 achieved in FY 80 to the total 
RDT&E budget and the percentage of 6. 2 achieved in FY 78 to the total 
RDT&E budget willjpe maintained as the minimum guidance level in 
subsequent years. 3 

. " ""' This 

increase will continue the trend toward r ^invigorating our Technology 
Base program and will -serve as tangible evidence of a renewed commit- 
ment to technological superiority on the part of the DoD and Congress. 

• "■" '.-':.' '/•"■=:'/..■ ' ' v- v'."'.: - ' / ".' ' . CDD{R&AT) 

. • :■. v-^-',:,. : . > : V • ' - ■• '-•-■■ i Dec 76 • 



• # . "Budget Related Issue 

CONTROL OF SIZE OF IN-HOUSE TECHNOLOGY BASE PROGRAM 

' - • ■" 

Issue: Vfe are restructuring the Technology Base program by decreasing 
the amount of work done in-house and increasing the amount done in 
industry and universities. 

Historv: The DoD Technology Base h,s mree majo'r participants (the 
in-house laboratories, industry and universities), each performing a 
unique part of the overall program. Over the past ten years there. has 
been a decrease of approximately 40% in the level of effort in the DoD 
Technology Base program. This decrease has been taken primarily in 
the university and industry programs while the in-house effort has 
remained essentially level. The in-houss portion had increased from 
approximately 23% of the total Techno- o^v Base program in FY 68 to 
approximately, 43% in FY 74. We are restoring the level of effort as 
well as the balance between participant, by increasing the funding in the 
program, directing that the increase go primarily to the university and 
industry programs and by a manpower drawdown of approximately 10% 
in the in-house RDT&E program. Our goal is to reduce the in-house 
portion of the DoD Technology Base program to approximately 30%. 

Pojntion: In FY76 the Air Force program was approximately 43% in-hou^ 
the Navy 41%, the Army 6C%, and, with DA 3?* PA and DNA essentially all 
contract, the overall DoD level is 38%. We arc continuing to control the 
in-house program by establishing a maximum level of effort for the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force, in FY 77. 
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' DOD USE OF ANIMALS In"&ESEABCH ' 

•5^j£$L?(,. Iss »sr '' . Periodically, ri'^rse public and Congressional 
interest to DoD using animals in resc;;. ch, especially beagles, occur.-,. 

Mi£t££V: Annually in the Spring, severa} animal protective associations 
and Congressional members reopen a bitter campaign winch questions 
the need for, the proper care of, and 11c use of animals in research. A 
• favorite tactic has been to associate t:ds coxopbrlnt with a DoD program 
that is also judged unpopular or inhumane by other groups, such as ' 
chemical warfare agent development, sad to use this as a basis for 
getting restrictions on animal use placed into DoD budget and authoriza- 
tion legislation. The constraints, however, are -written -in a manner 
making them applicable to more than DoD and more than the unpopular 
program to which they are attached {i ~.n . all F^irally supported research.!. 

£gP Posit ion: Testing using animcD: :-r ossssri i :'er the conduct of DoD 
■ research in the medical and life scien-a.-, are", Destitutes for animal;; 
are used to the maximum possible. 

_ : We comply v.- IthaUj and guidelines regarding 

the proper use of animals. This -has been pubi:.:Dr-d in DoD Instruction 
3216. 1, Policy on .Animal- in DoD KID. CI: a: c : D Investigations an;? 
Instructional Programs. Y.'ithouv use of ?;.}.-imi>D : n lasting, the DkD 
programs to establish standards for humaa enp.-sur« to - toxic substance, 
combat trauma and blood substitute care, proc ; : f. n-u-i- and materials and 
new drugs and vaccines could not be ouaHr&ed £c~ human, use. ; , 



CHEMICAL, WARFARE. BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE 



J.. Sub ject or Iss ue; Chemical warfare and chemical/biological fCW/BD) 
defense programs. . 

2. , Background ' ' ';. ••'■v : ' , 

o Program Objectives;: In support of current national policy, these . 
' programs are designed to maintain a deterrent to possible use of 
CW/BW against U.S. or Allied forces and to provide a retaliatory 
capability if deterrence fails. The emphasis of the program is to 
. ! ■ • provide the necessary defensive equipment and procedures to warn 
. ' of, withstand, and recover from an attack. The effort includes an 
.. . assessment of the threat and the vulnerability of U.S. forces. . . '/: 

. o The USSR has the world's greatest capability to, operate in a 
'■. , ; CW environment. ■ ': S .' : • 

o The US retaliatory stockpile requires modernization to be credible; 
' ..major improvements in the defensive posture are required. 

. : ... o Strong Congressional opposition exists to the development of ' - 
binary munitions (a new, safe packaging configuration where non~ 
lethal components form the same toxic chemicals as the present 
stockpile when fixed) as a means of modernization; good Congres- 
sional support exists for an improved defensive capability, 

.• ... o RDTmE is generaDy adequate; however, procurement of defensive 
.' .-' equipment and troop training needs improvement 3_nd emphasis. 

3 C ' Do P. Position : • ■ ' -.• V ; 

Supports effort to improve US forces capability to operate in a' 
• chemical/biological environment; encourages Allies to follow similar • 
•<,;'■' •'• •■ course. . ■ .' ■ 

° Supports limited effort to modernize retaliatory capability. 
4. Current Status ' ' '■- ". :.:'./■■'■'■'■'.' '•';*• .'' ■ : ' '}■.;'. : 

V.; .' o OSD guidance in PPGIvf and DPPG*emphasizes defensive program;,-,, 
; both in RDT&E and procurement, while maintaining through selected 
segments of general purpose forces the capability of limited retaliation. 

♦Planning Programming Guidance Memorandum ODDR&E (EScLS) 

**Defense Policy and Planning Guidance ..•/. - 2 9 November 1976 



o The Department of the Army has completed one study, "Chemical 
Warfare Policy, 1980-1990, » prepared fay the Strategic Studies 
Institute, A similar study is in progress by Stanford Research 
Institute, using the same threat analysis and terms of refevmce " 
funded jointly by the Army and the ASD(ISA). The JCS is develop . 
under contract with IDA, a system for estimating chemical mixtion' 
requirements utilizing a two-sided wargame scenario based on an 
analysis of targets. The Army has a- similar effort in pro-re^ at 
the Concepts Analysis Agency. The Director (PLK) ha. co"mp]eted 
a contract study with SPC Corp. analyzing chemical warfare p-o-ram. 
issues. NSSM 192 which discusses current national policy alternatives 
ie still outstanding. 



: o Procurement of defensive equipment and training is being empha-i-c^ 
,xn both Departments of Army and Air Force; Department of-N— <- co „, 
tract study in progress to define scope and specific needs. 



e 



.V'.Ttf ass;-.; •.• 



Budget Related Issue 



chemical warfare Policy • 

1. gub ject of Is sue: Lohg-standiug Chemical Warfare (CW) policy Is- 
(Te'u'e Q f rw° f r ahlt2in " Chemicfcl capability to' deter " ' 
Hnd 9?^™*** * e US °* its Allie." and to be able to retaliate in 

tains'- W ^r"" fai1 ' ^ ablG t0 P^ SCt * e "5 forces 

against CW attacks. 

2. B ack g rou nd : The above policy has been stated 'many timers most ' 
recently m 1969 when the US relinquished any biological warfare capability 

■ In January 1975, the US ratified both the Geneva Protocol and the Biio« cai 
Weapons Convention (BWC). The Geneva Protocol bans first use of CW 
only since all major powers retain the right to retaliate in-kind. The BWC 
bind^aU parties to continue negotiations on an agreement banning chemical 

kt^/re^ ASD ^> ^vector 

rnnS' I ?' G NaVy ErC ia various sta C es °* completion. - The 

Congress ha, requested the GAOto review the total CW poHcy and post" - e 



3. jDoD Positio n: Supports extensive efforts to improved protective 
posture through R&D and procurement and encourages Allies to follow 
similar course; supports limited efforts to maintain a retaliatorv 
capability. . ' . 



4, Current Status : 
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•■*.*..• "• .■ ' . WEATHER MODIFICATION 
1. Issues: .. . " 



a. AdverUntjS^odifi elation. Senator Pell opposes DoD involvement in 
weather modification, and lias been instrumental' in involving the U.S. in a 
treaty to prohibit military weather modification,. 



j fc» .Inadvertant Modification. 



2. Background: 



- . . 'There is 

. public concern, and in some cases fear, thai man's weather modification 
activities may cause unacceptable damage an.d human suffering. 

■DoD has been criticized for its precipitation enhancement operations over 
_ Yietuam. Senator Pell has pressed to restrain DoD from all research or 
operations in weather modification. : . . 

■ The U.S. is negotiating a convention, "The Prohibition of Military cr Any- 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques. " 



.' The Congress has ashed the -Executive Agencies to conduct research into 
; stratospheric pollution. NASA and NOAA are tasked to conduct a research 
: and-monitoring program. DoD operates, majority of facilities that c.zs, : ■ 
sample in stratosphere/ but such routine sampling beyond DoD mission 

3. DoD Position: • •'>.-'.' ' .■" •' .' ' '/' ■ : . • 

" a. DoD presently is not engaged in any classified research or 'cp-.ru- : 
tioas in weather modification. All DoD activities are reported to and 
published by the 'National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 



. ; COMPUTER SOFTWARE 



1.. Subject of Issu e; DoD spends approximately $3 billion annually 
m software development and test in new weapon systems, three 
times the computer hardware costs. Basic technology is mostly 
missing to improve the efficiency and standardization of software 
utilization. Congress has repeatedly cut the software technology 
biurets, and the Services have been reluctant to properly fund 
the- programs. ... • V 

2. Background! This problem is now receiving a concerted OSD- 
wide effort, including ODDR&E, OASD(C), OASD(IkL); and DAR PA. 
Appropriate committees have been formed, a management plan 
drafted, and a DoD Directive 5000. 29 was issued on the Management 
of Computer Resources in Major Defense Systems establishing 
policy. Review:, and meetings have been held with key people in 

the; Services and Congress to provide an understanding of our 
programs and to receive their support. A major effort in establishing 
a standard higher- order language (HOL-) has been initiated. 

3. DoD Position: 



A CurrentJSi^fas: Wo*k in this area is slowly gaining momentum. 
The HOL standardization is proceeding fairly well ou schedule, but 
must be closely watched. Coordination among elements cf OSD is 
quite effective. However, much work remains to initiate the appro- 
priate technology work in each of. the Services, . . .. . • 
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'• ..- • ..* . .. V.".. . BOMBERS .''^ '■ 

' Xssr.c: In the Missile Age. why do v.-tyneed bonders? 



!». «. f-wb': net 

Combers remain the one leg of the TRIAD where U. S.. still re- 
tains significant numerical advantage over its Soviet counter part . 

. Vhis advantage is in both hard and soft target kill capability, 
'^•"^isr:^ can be launched on warning and dispersed. The bobber is 

-all able after launch; it can be rerouted enroute ; it can be 
vsed in different levels of conflict. The bomber can demonstrate 
U. S. resolve by adjustment of alert rate without actually enterin 
into combat. Its long time to reach intercontinental targets prc- 

. eludes it as a first-strike force. The bomber force is thus a 
stabilizing force. ... 

?,*' }];:■ cleg : ound ";. . ' \ - '• - ' 

Continued improvement of Soviet air defenses make the strategi 
bobber's- job increasingly difficult. , Since the 1950s,- the B-52 
has been the backbone of the bomber force. Improved avionics and 
addition of air launched missiles (SRAM) has permitted growth cap.*, 
bility but the aircraft's basic technology • is that of the 1950s.. 
{ h.„ Large radar cross section, softness to blast effects and its bomb- 
in « snd. navigation system limit the continued potential of the-B-T 

The B-l is scheduled to enter the inventory in the early 19is0s 
The B-l will allow the continuance of the most- f lexible leg of our 
TRIAD 5, the bomber, to maintain superiority over the Soviets .with • 
its improved penetration capability, low radar cross section, 
sr-.porio; avionics, and larger and more flexible weapon mix. 

o- )<oI; P o s itioa . ■ • 

: .J" • "" " ~ : 

i 

i 

' " Current Status •/ 

Sohls B-52 avionics improvements are continuing where practical 
and necessary to maintain its effectiveness. The development of 
the B-l is nearing completion. The great wealth of test data show 
that' the B-l is ready for production. ■ 



78 ' 79/ 80 "81 82 

7 j v ■ _ 

Originator: DBRftE 



\^'* Ending (Millions) 
fi*. FY 76 7T 77 

000 129 40 



BALLISTIC" H ISSUE DEFENSE 



"The Ballistic Missile Defense (BHD) program is comprised of two 
"•'.'Complementary efforts — The Advanced Technology program and the. Systems 
"^Technology program. 

.2. "fiackq round ' *'■.'.' -. • 

•.. _ .' ' -* / 

Our BMD efforts are directed at maintaining a technology lead over 
.the Soviets and supporting U.S. strategic offensive forces and Intelligence 
..Agencies by maintaining an in-depth understanding of BHD technology. .... 
r These are sustained, broad-based efforts to investigate and develop new . 
technologies and concepts and to provide a systems technology base for 
application to various types of future BMD systems. V/ith the deactivation 
•of the SAFEGUARD system we no longer have a deployed BMD system end v/ith 
the reorientation of the Site. Defense program we are not -dcvfe loping en 
■operational system. \ . '■'■■■■■i-- "■' 

The princrpal focus of the Systems Technology effort through 1^7^ 
"will be directed toward terminal defense issues. Modest efforts are also 
...being initiated on a non-nuclear intercept capability that could 
.; complement a terminal system, and on a very low altitude concept 
; applicable to the defense of a mobile ICBM force. These two new tasks 
.will form the basis for the future efforts and the level of funding for 

them requires consideration. V . 

. . y . . • . • ■■ •■ . . • ...... 

The BMD efforts are the Army's only strategic programs. 



: 

3. FloD Position 



. k. C urrent Sta tus 1 '■''-!;.' "•' '■' " V" ' ■ "• 

-c..-. o Funding level is inadequate in FY 78 to properly support new tasks. 

o The BHD programs are the responsibility of the. Army. 

5. Funding (millions) : FY 76 77 78 79 80 8J_ 

Advanced Technology 97-0 - 102.7 

-Systems Technology 100.0 100.1 



1. 



2. 



Problem : 
forces'. 



movLov; mix * 

Is the High/Low Mix a viable concept for modernizing our 



Background: The Warsaw PACT presently has a quantitative advantage 
Jn weapon systems over the US and are increasing the quality of 
new systems as they enter their inventory. At the same time, the 
US is faced with the problem of increasing weapon system costs. 
Hie High/Low Mix is .a force structure planning concept which attempts 
to offset these problems by procuring a small fleet of high-perform- 
ance systems ("High") to counter the superior threat, _ and a larger 
fleet of lower -performance systems ("Low") to counter' the average 
threat. The concept has been implemented by either developing large 
numbers of "low" systems where we have a qualitative advantage, 
or to develop small numbers of expensive "high" systems for missions 
in which we have near parity of numbers. The latter approach has 
vjorked fairly well except that it forces a relatively fixed composi- 
tion because the "low" systems are generally out of production. 



In May 1974, the Secretary of Defense told the SASC that he would ■ 
approve expansion of the Air Force tactical structure frqm 21 to 
26 wings if the Air Force could develop and field large numbers of 
missionized versions of the YF-16 Lightweight Fighters such that 
the total cost of the 26 Wing force would not be .significantly 
greater than the previous 21 wing "high" force. 



DoD Post ion: 



Current Status: The High/Low Mix concept xs included in mission 
area plannu^Tand Extended Planning Annexes winch provide fo.ee 
structure estimates out to 15 years. Some examples of high/low 
mixes in which we are developing low systems are the F-15/r 16, 
F^A/P-18 A- 10 and FFG-7 Patrol Frigate. High system mixes 
being developed^ the UTTAS/UH-1, JW-l/M-60. AAH/ COBRA, and 
MICV/M-1B. 



XM1 TAHK PROGRAM ' * 

1. .ISSUE; ' XH1 Tank/Leopard 2(AV) Tank Comparative Evaluation. 

2. BACKGROUND : ■ '"' ' •' 

a. The US Army and the FRG's Federal Ministry of Defense entered into " '. -• 
an agreement in December 1974 to make all reasonable efforts to achieve max- 
imum standardization on the XM1 and Leopard 2 tanks. As pert of this agree- 
ment, . the US Army confirmed its intention to test the Leopard 2, as modifi-d 

to meet US requirements, to the same ground rules and constraints established 
rprthe»a and include it in a comparative f.est and evaluation. 

b. The competitive test of the US Chrysler and General Motors »J1 proto- 
types was conducted during the period February-April 1976. The comparative 
test of the FRG's Leopard 2 (American Version) (AV) was conducted durin* the 
period September-December 1976. °. 

c. In July 1976 an Addendum to the 197-': agreement was approved which 
concerned the procedures to be followed in attempting to identify and amplify 
areas of potential standardization in the X7Ii and Leonard 2 tank program? 
L'ajor areas to be considered were the main gvm and aimunitioa, engine, track, 
transmission, and fire control. 

d. Following a four-month delay in the 2M1 program to permit the contrncmr 
to resubmit: additional proposals based on the standardization addenda, Chry;!^- 
was awarded the full-scale engineering development contract on November 12, 19 76 

c. Access to XKL test results were closely controlled within the 'Amy end 
OSD to protect the highly competitive nature of progreu. DD(T&E) evaluation 
Of. test results was performed by the assigned military staff assistant. D'Kl^ 
assessment of test results, released prior to selection of willing contractor ' 
vas written in a generic sense. 

f. The UP is scheduled to ©elect by K^r.cl. 31, V>77, either th~ r. )rv ri„,- 
Proposal or the FRG's Leopard 2(AV) proposal for continued full-sea} e " e.gin'oer- 
ing development. 

. B- Charges of lack of OSD and Army objectivity during test and gubseouent 
evaluation of Leopard 2(AV) have been raised in the pre.es and by DGA Jaf'j- repre- 
rf n ^Sru' - ™ ese char C es have been manifested in press articles to the effect 
that OSD has predetermined the US tank to be superior to the Leopard 2(AV); DG' i . 
r? te ^n I re P resentative s have discussed their apprehensions concerning obicc 
Live T&E analysis with various 'Departments of State and Defense officials. 

3. njxo>^n5jpjbi\j^osiTiGN.: ■'■ ■ ■ 



FKG/UK/US TANK GUI,' FIRING TRIALS 



1. ISSUE : Relative effectiveness of US 105mm K68 gun vith improved ammu- 
nition, FRG 120nra smoothbore gun and developmental ecaunition, and UK 120cm 
rifled gun vith current and developmental aiMaunition. 

2. BACKGROUN D: . *• "... . *."■ ,- : 

a. A FRG/UK/US joint evaluation of main arnansent systems for usin battle 
tanks was conducted between November 1573 and August 1975. The overall ob- 
jective of this Trilateral Tank Main Armaraent Evaluation was to seek a decision 
on & common solution for the main armament of th? FRG Leopard 2, the US 52-11, 
*n<* the UK/RS Future Main Battle Tank (FM<T) .. The candidate system studied 
in the evaluation were the FRG 120ium smoothbore system, the UK. 110mm rifled 
bore system, and the US 105am rifled bore system, 

b. The Trilateral Group recommended that production of the XM1 be ini- 
tiated using the improved 105mm system but consideration be given in the X2H 
program to possible incorporation of a 120mm armament system at a later date* 
that the first lot of Leopard 2 be produced vi.i:'i, the lC5i.sc aysueu but the 
Leopard 2*s turret design optimized for a 120.x:-. ari---rsnt system; and th'V an 
optimal main armament system, giving consideration to both si-ooth and rif!iad 
bore designs but ba.^ed initially on the- FRG IXLuij- smoothbore system, be devel- 
oped as expeditiously as possible for the Leop-rd 2 Lot 2, FW3T, end possible 
product improvement of the XML. 

c. In January 1976, the Secretary of Defease approved the Army's recoi-- 
rcendations to initiate production of the XIII v?ith the improved 105mm gun systea 
and plans for a cooperative development program for as optiuai tank main arrastsu- 
system for the long term future. The SecDc-f also requested the Army to assure 
that the production XK1 design could a c commodate a. liOica gun vith essentially no 

( change in the tank design other than the turret:.. ! 




■ d. A FRG/ US July 197G addendum to original '.-374 kOtf specified 'tfUS and US 
would strive for saaximuifi sfcandai-dizptiun in tan!- - . proj»r.aiEj to include eveutral 
use by both countries of IZQvn gun. A January 15, 19 '••''/. decision Jars was 
established for selection of the 12( l :::u f.,un system, design- In July llf'/Cj the 
?n-5I tank program was delayed four mcnt.br; to pan-it US cor tractors an opportunity 
to present proposals based on the s tan. da vdiza tioa agresvicot. 

i e. Congress (UASC) objected to delay in XML program and passed a resolution 
to effect that Xtfl should be fielded with US 10 Sane MS 8 gun. Further, the resol- 
ution stated the gun was not to he replaced until threat dictates need for large: 
£ua, and the 120mm gun proven, through tests, superior to the I05mm gun. 

• f. FRG/UK/US conducted, additional tank firing trials, November-December IT 
to include UK. 120mm rifled bore designs, to supplement 1975 Trilateral data aV.- 
attempt to resolve FRG issues and relative merits of 120mm smooth and rifled iv 

.3. RECOMMENDED PO SITION: 



Test and Evaluation Efficiency 

y '- " 1 

I" if^S.-*' Arc: DD(TCE) policies under OoD Directive 5000.3 
resulting .In undue program delays, excessive cost.-., or both 
cue to test requirements? DOth » 

■ i'rJ^TT-- 9 ^'' ' n " rp y in 9 out t"e directives which irnplc- 
nent the efforts to correct the. def 1 c i enc i es highlighted bv 
th* Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, testing beyond t a r • 

of S v,r r ? r ? c ? ices Js often included in" the R£ D pul'tl 
of system acquisition programs. The testing itself, and 
. the correction of deficiencies uncovered in testing are 

significant elements in the cost of the RDT&E phases of the 
program and its duration. H 5 or thc 

budgetary reckoning. ' t " ' . nnd raiu!e ^-part of tlr 

...e. P t.b.. to ? h o riLo c ?^ : .^rin ,r:;C"?.- 

pro 9 ra„s to correct previously undetected deficients 

M t u i ctx j , . c u g e n e Htbini , was created in 

It3y 15/6 » and charged with a s «;*■«• «: inn .ft t - ' 

Tri- ~ ~ i • • . "iotjS i ng the e f ect I venecc k f <-t-r,-- 

I ' 

1 _ _ 

... h . jVecqinrionded Pos \ t ion: 



X. Com pone nts. The Major Range end Test Facility Ease (KRT>'B) 

is comprised of 26 DoD range:; and test facilities which are managed 
by t he Mili tary Departments and monitored for'OSD by the DD(T&E) . 

* * 

2. In tended Missio n, The 1'tl'JTE is a costly national asset (annual 
TOA about $1.7 billion including $732 million RDTuE) spanning the entire 
spectrum of physical and simulation environments critically needed for 
effective testing and training. Containing tropical, arctic, coastal 
end high desert land areas, the facilities also include associated - - 
airspace and water areas required for the vide variety of programs 
•supported. Tne vast amount of instrumentation, facilities and personnel 
involved in this program constitutes a large investment that must b« 
continuously upgiudid and modified to meet net-; test pro -ram demands. 
Come of the facilities are extensively used by non-XoU organisations , 
e.g., FAS/:, DOT, pjjL t KOAA, nou^Goveruueaf:. ■ . ' 

3. B asis for FY 19 73 Request. IT 19 73 budgets were prepared by 

Che military departments based on estimated future workload. extensive 
OSB review, with OMB participation, insures that the budget reflects the 
minimum dollars and personnel needed to support user requirements. 

_ ifajo r Issues . 



5. • Current Prog ram St atus. The facilities are funded to provide 
fill mandatory operating, maintenance and improvement dollars. Improvement 
programs include efforts necessary to meet new requirements, increase 
efficiency or replace antiquated equipment. Assets are continuously 
reviewed for need and removed from inventory when no longer cost effective. 



TRIDENT I FLIGHT TEST PROGRAM AT IK- EASTEPJH TEST U.WGE 



1. ISS1»K: Tests associated eith f.hc effect on che TITJDEirr T (C-4) 
rdssiie upon activation of cha missile Flight Tcrainatien Sysfcen 
(FTS) will be completed in March 1977. 



2. MCKGROi^TO: In preparation for TRII>? T *Ti" X < C -->) rnissile fli 8 ht test 
initiation on the Eastern Tent l::.=ge ( tr.c l.nvy conducted £ static fir ins 
test of the first booster stap.e and activated the FTS of the TRIDP1T I 
(C-4) missile in June 19 76. When the FTS was activated, detonation 
resulted. 



L _ Thl£ DDR&E decision did nor spuci-.Tv lcl1c::u> to 'L»s taken if t_he 

: tsswonstration tests r»sultf:d in. detonation. 

•3. RECOMMENDED POSIT JO!': I " 



i0) 




IKSSPSHMKI RESEARCH AMD DEVELOPMENT 



I ssue : To develop a nieans of satisfying the objectives of IR&D and B&F 
which can be supported by the Executive Branch, the Congress a;>d the 
lad:;: try. .»."•.'... 

background; Induetri:.! fin::; ...urticuls.rly those in the higher technology 
product areas must engage in .^ehnical effort whose -objectives include 
developing and maintaining a competition 'posture in chosen product areas 
by advancing the technology nr;d exploring innovative concepts in these 
chosen product areas, i'art of th-s e£f;.vL -ay be funded by direct cus toner 
technology contracts pt-rricu'- -:'y in the r'afense environment . The balance 
T-turt be considered a necsssi./ cost of doing business and these cnnt.u 
Dust either be expensed in the current accounting period or capitalised 
for recovery in' later accounting periods. BoD has permitted defence 
contractors to expense such co.cts as overhead charges on defense contracts 
since 1939. The rationale and the groundrules for such allowance have 
been the subject of continnliJg review- and analysis both within T/dD ux-.i 
within the Executive }:• ranch. O.vtfsir. dcus'-it.?. n£ Congress have rcy.:.atedly 
critiaed both the ra^ionr.!,? -be eitr stration of the IU&.D/I.J.P ei'fc/. t - 
c 7-d in recent years h-is ispo:-.-. c ccnstrafutL, regarding relevancy cf the-, 
effort via amendment to -the pri alio:- :.c':c (see Section. 203 of the " 

Defense Appropriation Acs -for rJ 71, Public Law 91-4'' 1). A further 
constraint on total dollars to L~ alJowec ^cv recovery in Dob contract r 
Las been threatened (Proscurlr.- ; . \ 

1?o D Position ; !)oI) irJntai -.-..:• t' - 1 IKfiD/BCF ar« usrnsal cost's of am* 
business ana therefore ere :.j lovable charges to a contractor's overhead 
subject to certain - restrictions concerning relevancy and amount of 
dollars allowed. The AS?& dits-ii;- the contractual groundrules for 
IR&D/B&F allowance while i>r i; In r. ".ruction 5100.66 establishes the policy 
and procedures for technical evaluation of. relevancy and technical 
quality, < 

Current Status: . The subject, o " yr.C.Ti/hV: has ?>ot arisen in the Congress 
since the submission by Sol) of: the results of a' study regarding funding 
of IR&D/B&P by line iter.: of the budget. This report forwarded >r> the 
Kcj'ntyre and Prcxsive gubcc-..r...ittecs in April 1976 resulted f::ovi Joint 
Subcommittee hearings in Sep timber 1975 called to discuss tb-: results of 
n comprehensive, GAG study of 1~\LT> ever, the preceding two yew;::.;. The 
concept of Line Item Budgeting cue" Contract Allocation of Iiiib/bbP funds 
to ciajor contractors was one of the recommendations in the GAO report. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy is developing an Executive Branch 
policy on IK&D for release as an GM3 Circular. : 



DDR&E 
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UNCLASSIFIED 



EXPORT OF TECHNOLOGY 



?-ssua: High techiiclogy transfer to the Bloc countries, either directly 
or via our Allies, is of deep concern to DoD. Past technology transfer 
and the expiration of the Export Administration Act during the last 
Congress resulted from strong differences of opinion on the value of 
present export controls. This was coupled with the criticism of DoD 
for inadequate allocation of resources to this problem. Arms Export 
Control Act of 1976 {Public Law 94-329) will require clear definition 
of defense articles" and "defense services" that will be subject to the 
provision of the Act. Also to be considered is the erosion of our 
competitive economic base resulting from unrestricted exports of 
high technology. . ... 

History; The transfer of high U. S. technology to the Soviet and Chinese 
DJoc is creating increased concern in the DoD and among certain sogme 
of the Congress. During this past two years, various committees have 
bee:i Pet up by the Congress, the President, Commerce, Defense, St.-i.e 
find the GAO to highlight the various views. 



The Defense Science Board completed a study in Feb 1976 recommendin 
a streamlining of the export control list to emphasize control of tech- 
nology rather than control of products as is now the case. DepSec 
Clements assigned DDR &E the responsibility to implement the recom- 
mendations and the AD (International Programs) has this effort under v.' a. 
This is now a broad interagency effort. Primary focus is on the 
identification of critical strategic technologies and mechanisms of 
technology transfer. Some of the required improvements of the 
administration of export controls within DoD have also been identified 
pertaining to the allocation of additional resources to the export 
control problem. 



2 



3. Impact; The Congress failed to e*:tend the Rxport Administration Act 
due to lack of time and msny unresolved issues. 

• r 



The accomplishment 'of these aims in timely maraer 
requested by Congress and Industry will demand high level DbD 
management attention and allocation of requisite resources. 



STANDARDIZATION AND INTEROPERABILITY 
■ •> ,. • WITHIN NATO •• ' 

■ 1" Problem: NATO's combat capability, military efficiency and 
. ' deterrence could be significantly improved through greater stand- 
ardisation and interoperability of weapon systems in the Alliance. 
Greater standardisation should also result inappreciable long term 

■ efficiencies in development, production, logistics, training, and 
maintcn auc e . 

2. Background : The obstacles to achieving standardization of equipment 
in NATO are many. Most national procurement decisions are suf- 
ficiently large that considerations go beyond purely military aspects 
and cover such other vital national-level considerations as industrial 
• production base, employment, technology base and balance cf tradu. 
However, we arc finding ways to deal with these problems. 

Generally, the most satisfactory approach to contending with domestic 
problems associated with standardization is through licensed pro- 
duction of standard equipment in both North America and Europe -- 
examples are the ROLAND II Short Range Air Defense System and 
the F-16 programs. . ■ 

- ■ Many -of the benefits of standardisation can be realized through 
ensuring interoperability of equipment- -for example, being able 
' ; ■ to service aircraft on each other's airfields, being able to com- 
■"■ -mxuoicate with each other, and being able to use common fuels 
and ammunition. • .„•'..• 

' DoD Position: The DoD strongly supports NATO standardisation 
' _ ■ . • itiid interoperability efforts. Wc- hst.ro strengthened the DoD Weapon 
'. System Acquisition process to ensure that adequate consideration is 
[ '.'. '. ■ ' given to foreign solutions, that U.S. systems arc designed to be 

interoperable with those of our NATO Allies to the greatest degree 
possible and practical. AVe seek methods by which our NATO Allies 
will be encouraged to agree to U.S. solutions (e.g., through co- 
, .' production opportunities) when appropriate. .• 

■ 4, Current Status: '< 



HUMAN RESOURCES & MANPOWER R&D 



Issue: The House Appropriations Committee reduced the FY 76 
program request in this technical area by $20M. The Senate Appro-. " 
priations Committee restored $10M. 

^* Background : This technical area includes work in training; training 
devices and simulators; personnel, manpower, and contemporary issues 
(equal opportunity, race relations); and human factor;; in weapon systems 
development and operations. In reducing funding, the House Appropria- 
tions Committee questioned both the utility and priority of the. RWD. The 
Senate restoration was to enable the highest priority training and simula- 
tion projects to be continued. 

The FY 77 funding request for the five Prop-am Elements reduced by 
Congress in FY 76 was held to the FY 76 bud gat reqv.cjt level, a sub- 
stantial reduction from the growth planned for this area. The area of 
Human Resources R&D was separated into three categories' of work: 
(1) the technologies for training, simulation, training equipment tnd 
human engineering, (2) a smaller effort in the personnel and mojipcwer 
area, ..and (3) a separate effort in the social science contemporary 
issues area. The purpose was to clearly delineate these three sub-areas 
of work so that they can be independently structured and appraised. 

This action was successful since no across the board reduction \"-,: mrdu 
'by Congress in FY 1977. 

3. DoD Position:! 



C 



. . .. i .uic . 

technology area has been retitled to Training and Personnel Technology 
to emphasize program reorientation. 



4 * Qa£rent Sta tus: Congress has requested and the GAO has conducted 
a major survey of the area. The GAO report is expected. to be released 
^■ n , I?. nuar y 1977 to the House Appropriations -Committee. 



L 



OAD(E&LS):. : .v' 
29 November 1976 



REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES (RPV'S) 



1. Issue: Remotely Piloted Vehicles (RPV's)' 

2. Ba ckgro und: DoD has considered that RPV's offers significant capa- 
bilities for high risk missions in the area of battlefield surveillance. 
DARPA's 5-year initiating thrust in RPV's for military missions will 
conclude in FY 77. The three Services are each funding the types of 
RPV's pertinent to their individual needs, with a Tri-Servicc coordinating 
group and DDR St E guarding against redundancy and duplication. The 
Army (Aquila Program) is concentrating on a mini-RPV (under 200 lbs) 
for reconnaissance and artillery correction and designation with'the 
objective to provide to TKADOC'an interim RPV system for development of 
the ROC*'* for the full militarized system. The Navy is also pursuing a 

.mini-RPV (under 300 lbs) to provide an over-the-horizon targeting 
capability for Harpoon equipped ships. Since many of these ships are 
smrili and non-aviation rated, the RPV size is constrained to under 300 
lbs for logistics reasons. The Air Force has a long operational 'history 
with midi (300 to 3000 lbs) RPV's such as the BGM-34C for photo-re - 
coivnaissance and electronic warfare jamming and deception. A large 
portion of their program is to increase the utility of these systems with 
engineering improvements. The Air Force expendable drone program, 
involving a midi-sized decoy and a mini-sized harassment weapon,' was 
cut from $7M to $2M by Congress to keep these programs from going to 
full scale engineering development, ^believed to be premature by Congress 
The only maxi-RPV (over 3000 lbs) is the Air Force Compass Cope long- 
endurance, high -altitude, surveillance platform intended to carry all 
weather' systems such as Sidelooking'Airborne Radar (SLAR) to provide 
tactical battlefield surveillance. Congress withheld $3M of the $6M 
FY 77 appropriation for Compass Cope until the Air Force committed 
to a specific pay load. In general. Congress has paid particular attention 
to the RPV programs. 

DoD Pos i tion : ! 



*Traimng and Doctrine Command 
^-Required Operational Capability 



OAD(EfcPS) 
1 Dec 76 



4. -" Current Status; Twenty Aquiia airframes and two ground control 
stations will be delivered to TRADOC in the Spring of '77 for a six 
month evaluation leading to a ROC for the engineering development. A 
Navy RFQ** for its nilni-RPV will be released this month and contractor 
selection will be made in the Spring c< 1977. The Air Force study on 
"i.hfe RPV control system will b sgin in .hM -• FY 77,. 



*Jouit Tactical Integrated Dr.tf. Sytiom 
**Rcquest for Quotation 



Budget Related Issue 
ELECTRON DEVICES 



If sue: . The funding for development of electronic devices has de- 
creased over the past ten years in terms of real dollars and as a 
percentage of investment in electronic systems. Since these devices 
are key to the performance, reliability, cost, size and weight of 
future systems, PDM guidance was established two years ago in- 
creasing the electron device budget. 

History: The current PDM'directs an increase in electron device 
funding of 10% per year with FY 1975 as the base. In addition, the 
.Services were directed to establish device Advanced Development 
Programs. The Air Force, Novy programs are in accord with the 
guidance. The Army has decreased device funding and the House 
Armed Services Committee (HASC) refused to approve their pro- 
posed /advanced Development Program start in FY 77. A Navy 
Advanced Development Program with a similiar scunding title v/as 
also cancelled by the HASC but the real device program survived, 

Impact: 



* Prog ram Decision Memorandum 



OAD{E&PS) 
30 Nov 76 



. Budget Related issue .'" 

REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES 
' (llPVs) 



Problems 

Lave been encountered in schedule slippages and cost overruns. 1 
RPV's have drawn considerable Congressional attention. ; 

V-. 

History; The Air Force has a long operational history with midi- 
sized (300 to 3000 lb) RPV ! : for photo-it^oniiai ssance and electronic 
warfare. They have not needed to develop' small radars and infrared 
imagers for the 200 to 300 lb class' of miui-RPV's the Army and Navy 
intend to use. 



Position: 

/ 



... . .. / The Air 

Force under PL 637395* is formulating the concept of an RPV rmssi:. 
.control system that is intendedto be J TIBS* compatible. 



^Request for Quotation 

**J'oint Tactical Integrated Data System. 

OAD(E&PS) 
1 Dec 76 



Budget Related Issue 



./• ".. w ._7 IRRADIATED FOOD PROGRAM 

",§.g]?j e ct °£ ^sue: Congress has charged the DoD to conduct tbe 

national RDT&E program for the use of ionising radiation as. a means 
of sterilizing meat products. 

History; DoD initiated R&D to study this approach for preserving 
meat products over a decade ago. After an initial period, it was 
decided to terminate the work. The civil sector and other Federal 
agencies also terminated like efforts. However, Congress rejected 
the DoD proposal for cancellation and requested that it continue the 
work even though it had no requirements for the products of the work. 
In 1974 DoD had brought the technology to a state where four meat 
products (beef, ham, other pork products, chicken) were ready to 
undergo testing to demonstrate acceptability for human use, per FDA 
standards. Beef testing was started. In 197 5 the Secretary of the 
Array accelerated the test program by adding the other meats in 
simultaneous efforts rather than the sequential tests earlier planned. 
Congress was advised of the acceleration of the program. 

jlP_4ff.fita ry Im pa ct : ; 



Funding for all Service food technology 

R&D is an Army responsibility since they serve as the DoD Executive 
Service for this effort. 




OAD{E&LS)|^ 
29 November 1976 



Budget Related Issue • . 

MANPOWER, PERSONNEL AND CON TEMPORARY ISSUES 



' 1 * . RkAT raised serious concerns with regard to both the level 

of R&D effort allocated to Manpower, personnel and Contemporary 
Is r.uc s and 



l < History: Concern over this technical area by the House 
Appropriations Committee staff resulted in a 25% reduction in the 
Human Resources program in FY 76. Continued concern by the .. 
Congress with regard to utility of R&D in this area is expected. 



Current Position: The Servicer, have- boon requested to brief . ' 
ODD(R.fcAT) on their proposed FY 78 Tech Ba?,e programs in this area. 
The objectives are' an assessment of the utility of the R&D, whether the 
level of investment and the expected return justify an annual iavestmec 
of over $2CM, whether the planned program is correctly focused, and 
whether the program (or portions thereof) should, more appropriately 
be funded from a non-RDT&E account, . 

4. Impact: 



OAD{E&LS) 
30 Nov 76 



Budget Related 7 s sue 



FACILITY FOR PRODUCTION OF BINARY CHEMICAL WARFARE 

MUNITIONS 



. Is ?ugJ TIie Department of the Army has proposed a loading, 
assembly, and packaging (LAP) facility f or the new binary artillery 
projectiles to be constructed at Pine Bluff Arsenal, Arkansas. 

2. Background: This facility was included in the FY 1975 procurement 
and Military Construction Authorization (MCA) request in the amount of 
$5. 5M. It was authorized by both houses of Congress but was deleted 
on a floor amendment during the appropriations process. It was in- 
cluded again in the FY 1976 budget request for $8. 8M.' After extensive 
.hearings it was deleted pending further discussions at the UNGA Confex e:;:;c r,j 
ibe Committee on Disarmament (CCD). Because of this decision, no 
request was made in the FY 1977 budget in accordance with Congressional 
wishes to delay one year to allow further negotiations. No substantial 
progress in disarmament discussions has been evident during the one 
year delay. 

Do D_ Pes i t i on : ■ 

^00 



4 « Current Status: The funding for this facility has been made the 
subject of an ASD(C) PBD issue and is being raised as a funding isrue 
at OMB level.) . 
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• Budget Related Issue s 
SIMULATORS - FLIGHT AND NON- FLIGHT 



1. Issu e: The entire spectrum of trainingand simulation technology 
has been marked by DD(R&AT) as an area for concentrated growth, 
Programmed increases for this area of technology have begun. 

2 « History; OSD initiated an effort in FY 75 to increase the use of 
flight simulators to improve training, reduce costs and reduce use of 
fuel. Congress has in general supported the program. High level 
interest item due to high leverage in terms of cost reduction/performance 
effectiveness. 



3. Current Position: .' 



■ The FY 1978 budget request includes 



4. Impact : 
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ARMY EDT&E DSAWDQWN ■ 

r * S ^S ? Th « Army has agreed to a manpower drawdown to reduce 

its in -house Technology Base work and to increase its program with 
universities and industry. 

History; The Laboratory Utilisation Study which was completed in 
1975 concluded that the Army in-house program in several areas 
including materials and electronics was too large. An agreement • 
was made with the Army to reduce its RDT&cE in-house strength by 
2900 authorizations using end strength FY74 as the basis 'and com- 
pleting the drawdown by FY73. These reductions by fiscal year are 
as follows: FY 75 -905, FY76 -829, FY77 -733, .and FY 7 8 -433. 
The Armyhas met its comvnitments as of FY 76, however,' " 



I cub) 



We have encouraged the Army to take the.se reductions through hiring 
freezes, attrition, and transfer of the manpower to work and fundir-c- 
in other areas. 



-rosmon: 



ODD{P,&AT) is insisting that the manpower drawdown he completed as 
scheduled. 



'] Cad) 
1 
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NAVY BLOCK FUNDING 



Tfirm e; T <Ve are encouraging the; Navy to provide most of their Technology 
Base funds directly to their laboratories in large "blocks" without dis- 
tribution through the Systems Commands. 

.History : The Navy Technology Base funding to the Chief of Naval 
Material Laboratories is distributed to the laboratories in two ways. 
Some of the funds are given directly to the laboratory by the Chief of 
Naval Material for work which has been previously agreed upon. A 
major portion of the laboratories' Technology Base funds, however, 
are provided through the Systems Commands for work which is primarily 
'supportive of the particular Systems Command. 



We b;-ve ■•ncouraged the Navy to block fund most of the Technology Base 
funds directly to the laboratories once the laboratories technical program 
has bee;-: agreed upon by the laboratory, the Systems Command, and the 
Chief of Naval Material. 

Position; The Navy has proposed to "block program" funding to the 
laboratories. . 



ODD(R SiAT) 
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ELECTRONIC COUNTER COUNTER MEASURES (ECCM) 



Issue: 




History: The lessons learned in the Yom Kippur Israeli, war indicated the 
need /or a major_thrust in EC CM. There are several aspects to a good 
ECCM posture.! 




Positions: DoD Directive C-4600. 3, Electronic Counter Counter Measurer: 
Policy defines the tasks and responsible agencies with regard to threat 
.definition and evaluation of impact upon system performance. The imple- 
mentation of this policy is still being formulated. To create an ECCM 
awareness in the service laboratories, DDR&E has sponsored symposia 
on ECCM topics and has induced the Air Force to create Program Element 
63750F-CCM Advanced Development. The Army and Navy technology 
base program element managers have been. made aware of tha need for 
responsive attention to this subject. 



OAD(EfcPS) 
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. AIRCRAFT PROPULSION 

X g sy>_e : j 



prcgra— of advanced Llta ,Tf Slff • "° cm «"«ing 
technology. Increasing interest ?n alr « ilf t engines 

ana^PVs indicates a need ^^V^^TS^ 



J2os.it ion n ; DD(IUAT) . 



OAD/ET 
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LIQUID PROPELLANT GUNS (LPG's) 



afStea In »? USe / J l"r <! Services' Conmitte, (HASC) has 
CPWA, should sup^r^y^re^f 



V.C.;';}; in the technology of LPU 1 > - li-* 

since the md-lO^o • y be«n .support ^cl r.porad.ica 

decode prior to about~1970, the level o^^TT'' £c * ° 
low. in about j 970 thp ;f . effort Wa « extr^nel 

support a major effort to^wi^wiS.^? 1 ' DARPA ' decided to 
loaded propellan?~cha^e de "r P P ° 3 baGed ° n * b «"- 
u P on the FY 77 budget" observed that °Lpr * ^ P C in 
for over 20 years wifh ->^i^ hdQ b - eri supported 

there, ore ^ outcome L* . 



Position: 
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COMPOSITE KA'.rSRI7J.S 



Ij3SU£: Should tech?v>i 0 cr<' b---. <-•'•.— - 

reinforced bv or S« ni <--. carbon, or metal matrices 

tfons of oroipic^eDo^l^^S' b01 '° a fibers ' »™°™tra- 
aircraft o„e„ b " ,™ i» 

re ?'-*%^ialLed^ Potc-ntA*lly fill 

-^ssile design. ; " a T'"^-u.vj role:.- .m aircraft and 



I 
i 

. M^. Force. 

I ■ ■ 

[ 
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Sb, 



TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS/ TOXIC MATERIALS 

U. -Sub ject of Issue : Transportation and disposal of chemical warfare 
agents, missile fuels, some industrial type chemicals, ammunition, and 
similar items has become a public concern' 



Z. Br.ckrrround:' 



| The Environmental 



Impact Statement process must be fully .followed and become a part of the 
decision making process. | 



3, pnD Po sition : The NIC PA and all applicable laws will be fully followed, 



'4. Current Stains: Planning is proceeding in accordance with applicable 
laws to continue movements necessary in the interests of national security 
or to improve operations. 
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.\" ; , . \ . ; • CHEMICAL WARFARE. AGREEMENTS 

l « ^tlLRjhz**} A part of US Chemical War/are policy has been our 
willingness to negotiate an agreement to develop an effective, 
verifiable bar. on CY\\ 

2.. Back ground: Artie J c IX of the Biological Weapons Convention fBWG) 
(ratified by the U, in January 1975) binds all signatories to continue 
negotiations on an agreement banning chemical weapons. The U.S. 
Las negotiated in this area, particularly through the UNGA Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) for- at least ten years. It- 
has been the subject of a number of other Conferences. • 
The USSR submitted a convention to the UN in 1972 almost identical 
to the BWC which contains no verification procedures. The major 
obstacle to date in all agreements is the definition of the chemical 
agents to be banned and reaching agreement on practical and effective - 
-h.AF.pect ion and verification procedures and ether safeguards. 

3. DoD Pocitjen; ! 



t 



Current Status: 



L. 
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NANSEN DRIFT 



,* s ? ue; Should the United States freeze a decommissioned icebreaker 
into the Arctic Ocean North of Soviet Siberia such that prevailing cccan 
currents will carry it across the Pole to exit near Greenland in about 
2 years? Project name: NANSEN DRIFT. 

Background : The Navy has been a strong proponent, for the NANSEN 
DRIFT project, pointing out the opportunity to conduct new r (--search in 
the Soviet Arctic and to support political objectives of the United States. 
They estimate the project will cost $15 million over a three year period, 



NSF has been somewhat reluctant to undertake the project, probably a.-?, 
a ploy to force heavier funding support from DoD and other agencies. 
Tiie project is supported strongly by the National Research Council, the 
Department of State, and in principle by DoD. The Norwegian:; support 
the. project. 



3« DoD Pos ition: None. DoD heeds to establish its position on NANSEN 
DRIFT. Part of this decision is the level of -financial support to provide 
to the project. . — . 
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NAVAL, ARCTIC RESEARCH LABORATORY (NARL) 



• 1. Issuer V~iiat should be the future status of NARL? 

.2. ■ Backgro und; The Naval Arctic Research Laboratory (NARL), FL 
Barrow, Alaska, ic the only continuously operated U.S. research 
J.2.boratory on the Arctic Ocean providing complete logistics support 
aucf coordination of mission research for the Navy and oilier govcrnmc-t 
agenci is. It is operated by a civilian contractor and is managed by the 
Office of Naval Research (ONR). NARL is a complete self- sustaining- 
base facility on over 5,000 acres of land consisting of over 170 buildings, 
an airstrip, and modern laboratory facilities. The laboratory maintains 
a fleet of 6 fixed-wing aircraft, plus various over-land vehicles and 
water craft. In addition, NARL operates some 14 remote camps along 
the Alaska coast supporting research projects, 

.The operating budget of NARL ic approximately $7. 0M par year, paid 
for from RDXficE funds. Other government agencies doing R&D at 
NARL provide reimbursements 1 , but these reimbursements do not cover 
their operating and logistics costs. The' Navy estimates that only 15% 
of NARL activity is in direct support of DoD sponsored research and 
development. 

There is a continuing need for NARL as a Navy or National base camp 
on the Arctic Ocean, j 



.3. DDR&E Pos i tion? Or; 18 October the Navy way asked to review the 
management and financing cf NARL, and to adjust RDTf-.E funding at 
NARL to a level consistent with the RDT&E work performed at NAR) • 
by 1981. 
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ADVANCED TEOWDLOGi* OJH , • 

Prob lem-: An aev^icecl technology aerial cannon is needed to enhance 
the capabilities of our tactical aircraft. 

£3cJi£rami : Tise (Zto) . which was developed many years ago, 
and the GA'J 6 e:t. -J;.-?, principal guns planned for Service use. 

Both the Navy and USAF have expended a considerable amount of work 
trying to overcome the shortcomings of these two guns, 

! 



foDP°^ tio . n: DoD wishes to continue devclojwent of advanced multi- 
purpose aerial c-aiiicis. 

^^^Li^H^ : ni978 :ru;:;!i--;g for fn^ire giai development cori'djKits 
at a very modest ps.ee. ■ 



TWO-PLACE A-10 



1, Proble m: Why do we need a two-place A-10? 

2. Bsc]-." round: 



DoD Pos itio n: 



4, Status: 



COMPASS COPE 



1 » Problem: Should the COMPASS COPE program be continued. 

2. Background : COMPASS COPE was conceived by the Air Fore, 
as a Jong- endurance, highflying., remotely piloted multi- 
mission vehicle, 
f 



@ 3. 22 



oD Position: 



4. ' C urrent Status : The PBDs reflect the DoD position, 



fur/lopair" 



1. Subje ct of I ssue : Advanced chemmal agent 'warning and detection 
system.?; Lony Path Infra- Red (LOPAIR) an Army development and 
Forward .Looking Infra-Red (FLIR) a Navy developm cut. 

Z, Bac kground: ' 

o Progrcam. Objectives: To provide a a advanced chemical af;c-:ot detec- 
tion aud v.-«.ruiijg system for combat use,. • 

o The Army has evaluated long path infrared detection methods for 
some years n active concept pursued from 1954 to 1965 was terminated 
in favor of a passive concept. Critical technical problems in discrimi- 
nation of agents from smoke, dust, and other inteferences have created 
. in the past. How«?.ver.' the pres^at passive LOPAIR which entered Advaoct 
Development in Jar.ua vy 1974 is believed to' have resolved these technical 
proWcKr;, '" "• '■ ' * - - - :. • : 

o The Navy, while evaluaiii-g the FJAR for fire control purpose.-.: 
(the primary mission), discovered that technicians could observe 
emissions from incoming aerial targets. By the use of optical filters, . 
some discrimination of emissions can be made. . 

o Initially the KASC*re quested a side -by- side test; this was fully 
planned, but not performed. Subsequently, the HASC requested that 
LOPAIR be terminated in favor of FUR but did authorize reprogramrmng 
for a side -by -side test. The Army did not follow complete guidance on 
the funding for the side -by -side test.. The HASC then initiated a GAO 
investigation of all expenditure,'-;,. • • . 

3, P oD Pos itioir; ' ' '.. -. ;■--'• 

",.o.r ' : : " ' ' 
us.... . 

4. Current Sta tus; The DoD initial request to the HASC to continue both 
developments was refused. 
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DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 



The attached documents represent the "issue papers" prepared by DDR&E 
for the Transition Team in connection with the transition from the Ford 
to the Carter Administration. Although -they do not fully conform to 
the definition of "issue papers" as defined by U.S. News and World 
Report letter of December 14, 1976, they are believed to be broadly 
within the intent of that definition. 

Seventeen papers recommended for release in their entirety are listed 
in Enclosure 1. Some parts of some of these papers qualify for with- 
holding under exemption 5. a. (1), in that they contain advice, opinions, 
and suggestions. However, it is determined that withholding would not 
serve a significant and legitimate governmental purpose. 

Partial denial is made on the 16 papers listed in Enclosure 2 under 
exemption 1 in that they. contain classified security information. 
The material has been reviewed and it has been determined that the 
denied information is properly classified under E.O. 11652 and its 
disclosure could reasonably be expected to cause damage to the 
national security. 

Partial denial is being made on the 22 papers liBted in Enclosure 3 
under exemption 5. The particular parts of each paper have been indi- 
cated by brackets and categorized as falling either under exemption 
5.a.(l); i.e., papers containing advice, opinions, and suggestions* or 
as falling under 5.a.(2); i.e., information generated preliminary to 
decision, the release of which might interfere with orderly execution 
of plans. 

With respect to the denied portions of the 22 papers listed in Enclo- 
sure 3, the "significant and legitimate governmental purpose" is the 
protection of the ability of the government to receive candid advice, 
opinions, and recommendations from its employees without having the 
rendering of such inhibited and biased through the possibility of pub- 
lic controversy on them prior to their consideration. Similarly, 
orderly government would suffer if proposed governmental positions 
were prematurely exposed to those who might benefit or seek to influence 
them as the result of such premature disclosure. 

The Initial Denial Authority in this instance is Mr. S. E. Clements, 
Executive Assistant, Office of the Director, Defense Research and 
Engineering. 



I V \ ■ 

Enclosure 1. 

PAPERS TO BE RELEASED 

Note: Some portions of these papers qualify for withholding under 
Exemption 5, but use of the Exemption is waived.. 

Defense R&D Laboratories 

Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) 
DOD R&D Testing Using Human Volunteers 
Joint Service Development/Test Programs* 
Systems Acquisition Management 
Prototyping 
Travel Funds 

DOD Medical Research Charter 

Reduction of Outyear Operating and Support (O&S) Costs 

Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs 

Life Cycle Cost (LCC) Reduction 

Design to Cost . 

Specifications and Standards 

Reliability and Maintainability 

Soviet Technological Doctrine and Practice 

Competition in Defense Procurement 

Expeditious JOT&E Of IIR MAVERICK 



DEFENSE R&D LABORATORIES 



*• Subject o f Interest; ODDR&E is directing various changes which 
will increase innovation in the Defense Research and Exploratory Develop 
ment and some advanced technology demonstration programs. 

2. Background: The DoD Technology Base comprises approximately 
74 in-house Research and Development facilities and 56, 000 civilian 
workers, including about 24, 000 professionals. These laboratories 
monitor the expenditure of some $3B per year, about one -half of which 
is spent internally. Several major changes are underway which are 
directed toward increasing the innovation and productivity in the 
laboratories. 

O The laboratories' roles in Technology Base planning and 
supervision is being increased. To initiate this, block 
funding of the laboratories has been increased and lead 
laboratory concepts for technology areas have been 
implemented. 

o We are increasing the use of investment strategies as a 

technique for apportioning the resources across the various 
. technology areas in the Technology Base. 

. o The laboratories are being assigned prime technology 
area responsibilities. The size of the laboratories is . 
being reduced by manpower drawdowns in redundant 
and lesser productive areas. 

o The percentage of the Technology Base work which is 

. performed by universities and industry is being increased 
'" .. to take advantage of their unique contributions to the 
.• program. 

o The roles of the laboratories in support of systems acquisi- 
tion is being increased. To expedite this' a change to DoD 
■ ■ 5000. 2 was implemented which requires a Technology 

Assessment Annex to Decision Concept Papers for systems 
which are meeting Defense Systems Acquisition Review 
Council Milestones I and II. ' 



ODD(RXtAT) 
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3. DoD Position: As in -house laboratories play a key role in military 
R&D, the actions enumerated above have been accepted and are being 
implemented. 



4. . Current Status: Funding allocation increases in the Technology 
Base are being applied selectively across the technology areas based 
on a careful evaluation of various investment strategies. The Air 
Force and Army have implemented the block funding technique; the 
Navy is moving in that direction. Ceilings have been placed on the 
amount of Technology Base program which will be performed in- 
house with the ultimate goal of achieving a maximum of 30% in -house. 
The manpower drawdown in the Air Force has been completed and is 
approximately on schedule for the Army and Navy. The drawdown 
amounts to approximately 6, 900 authorizations to be completed by the 
end of FY 78. 



UNCLASSIFIED 



.FEDERAL CONTRACT RESEARCH CENTERS 
(FCRCs) 



1. Issue: "Will the revised policies and procedures for managing DoD- 
Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) be acceptable to Congress? 

2. Background ; Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) are DoD 
sponsored non-profit corporations dating from WWII. The number of 
FCRCs has been reduced from 21 to 8 since 1964. Each FCRC is dis- 
tinctive and generally performs different functions. Other government 
agencies have similar organizations. 



Laboratories 

MIT Lincoln 
Johns Hopkins 
Perm State 



(FY76) 
$51M 
$53M 
$8M 



$112M 



System Engineering/ 
Tech Direction (SE/TD) 
(FY 76) 

MITRE Corp $45M 
Aerospace Corp $82M 



$127M 



Studies fit 
Analyses (S&cA) 
(FY 76) 
RAND $17M 
CNA . $10M 
ANSER $2M 
IDA . $11M 

$40M 



Laboratory FCRCs perform difficult technical projects embracing both 
research and new prototype systems concepts. (SE/TD) FCRCs provide 
technical support in defining, developing, producing and fielding space, 
communications and command and control (C 3 ) systems. (S&A) FCRCs 
provide sound and unbiased professional analyses and recommendations 
for foTce planners, logistics managers, R&D managers, high officials 
on DoD staffs, etc. 

A high degree of control is maintained over FCRCs. The Senate Armed 
Services Committee provides an overall fiscal ceiling. Four major prob- 
lems exist with using FGRG*: » 

o Several years ago. Congress expressed concern regarding salaries, 
"number, size of operation, etc. These concerns resulted in the 
imposition of a Congressional fiscal ceiling. However, this ceiling 

•' •.has not kept pace with inflation. 

o Congressional concern has been expressed more recently regarding 

how we use FCRCs, i. e. , as "extension of headquarters staffs, " 
' especially the S&A FCRCs. 



UNCLASSIFIED 
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o Part of the for-profit industry sector is opposed to both the non-profit 
and sponsored aspects of FCRCs, especially as pertains to the success 
of some FCRCs in diversification. 

o . The fiscal ceiling has especially been a hindrance in accomplishing 
space and C SE/TD work. 

3. DoD Position; An extensive review was conducted of FCRCs in 1976 
in response to Congressional desires. Principal actions are as follows; 

o Analytical Services (ANSER) will no longer be an FCRC. . -v 

o The AppHed Physics Laboratory (Johns Hopkins) and Applied Research 
Laboratory (Penn State) will not be considered FCRCs beginning in 

FY 1978. ' -.. ■ " . 

o MIT Lincoln Laboratory, Center for Naval Analyses (CNA), Project 

Air Force (formerly-Projeet Rand} and the Institute for Defense Analyses 
(IDA) will not be allowed to exceed their present manpower levels. The 
non-Project Air Force aspects of RAND Corporation will not be consid- 
ered an FCRC. ,. - • ' ' ' • - ' ; 

• .... • .... ^ .... . ^ 

o MjTRE-Bedford will be separated from MITRE-V/ashington . ' All DoD 
C work will be done at Mitre-Bedford . MITRE- Washington will not 

• be considered a DoD FCRC. Mitre-Bedford will not do non-DoD work 
unless of direct benefit to DoD. Level of DoD effort at Mitre- Bedford 
will be governed by DoD C 3 workload. 

o Aerospace Corp will be restricted to DoD space program endeavors 
except on programs of direct benefit to DoD (i. e. joint DoD-NASA). 
Level of DoD effort at Aerospace will be governed by DoD space . 
8ys tern workload. . 

4. Current Status ; A report was provided the four concerned Congressional 
Committees. Informal approval received. DoD will be implementing above 
actions in the FY 78 budget process. Congressional Committees reactions 
in their reports on the budget will provide basis for future management of 
FCRCs. 



UNCLASSIFIED 



DOD R&tD TESTING USING HUMAN VOLUNTEERS 

Subject of Issue: Continuing concern by many groups that humans 

are being used as guinea pigs needlessly and under circumstances of 
unacceptable hazard. . ■ -i*- 

Background ; The DoD, as one of many Federal agencies who perform 
tests using human test subjects, has been drawn into the overall public 
and Congressional dialogue on the subject. In 1975, Congressional 
committees held hearings that discussed tests, primarily related to 
chemical agent and halluceno genie drug testing, that were conducted in '- 
the 1950, 60s and early 1970s. This discussion resulted in a report 
that highlighted abuse and an inadequate follow-up of the test subjects. 
These practices had been stopped and the control of such experimentation 
had already been markedly improved in the 1970s by DoD because of its 
own concern and the national revision of standards for use of human 
volunteer subjects, although this point was carefully avoided or ignored 
in the hearings. - . 

DoD Position: DoD must conduct tests that use human test volunteers 
in several of its human related RDT&E program. Each Service has 
formal and effective approval procedures to insure that the-proposed 
tests are needed and worth the investment and risk, properly planned, 
safely and competently conducted, and that proper follow-up is assured. 
As new guidelines or laws are passed related to this on a national level, 
they are included in the DoD process of approval, review, conduct, and 
critique of our R&D. In all cases, only fully informed and volunteer 
subjects. will be used.,*- . \. : 
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JOINT SERVICE DEVELOPMENT /TEST PROGRAMS 



1. Problem: ^ Proliferation of hardware and programs aimed at meeting the 
same basic operational requirements. 

2. qacksround: Unnecessary proliferation of systems and subsystems 
intended for similar operational requirements can dilute the effec- 
tiveness of R&D resources, deters competitive procurement and 
ultimately consumes excessive operations and support resources. 
With severe budget constraints in the R&D area, this problem cannot 
be overemphasized. Operational requirements must be carefully 
examined and coordinated to eliminate the costly consequences of 
duplication, strive for subsystem and system interchangeability 
and achieve interoperability and flexibility of mixed forces. 
Commonality of hardware is sought to reduce the costs of training 
maintenance, and support. DDR&E places heavy emphasis on structuring 
joint RDT&E programs through memoranda of agreements, lead Service 
assignments, and close coordination with other OSD offices such as 
DTACCS and ASD(I&L) in working group's. 

Certain technology areas have been identified as prime candidates 
for special attention in. DDR&E because rapid movement in the state 
of the art encourages proliferation. As an example, electronics 
technology can be found as a major cost element of almost every 
weapon S3*stem. Since one-third of the DoD budget in some way or 
other is tied to electronic related expenditures, it is an area that 
has been highlighted as worthy of special attention. This is 
particularly important in electronic subsystems in view of the fact 
that annual support costs for these military equipments are equal to 
the annual procurement costs and are increasing due to the relatively 
high labor content. Therefore, Joint Service programs in the elec- 
tronics area are highly leveraged and provide a basis for significant 
cost reductions. 

I. DoD Position : Joint Service programs are an effective approach to 
stemming proliferation of programs aimed at meeting similar opera- 
tional requirements. Our policies to achieve this objective are 
stated in DoD Directives; identified and restructured as necessary 
in the planning, programming, and budgeting cycles; and when neces- 
sary, by fiat. A special policy for Single Service Management of 
Selected Electronic Equipments has received tri-Service Secretarial 
endorsement and is expected to be finalized in March 1977. 

• - Stat"? : We have established commonality between Services that is 
intended to-satisfy sister Service requirements in virtually all 
DSARC reviews. Working groups and special committees have been formed 
to more closely examine the areas where high payoff potential exists. 
The Directive on electronic equipment will utilize the requirements^ 
process and other existing means to identify those items which are 
candidates for Single Service management. The assignment of the "lead" 



Service on a case-by-case basis will be made by the appropriate OSD 
offices. 

At the present time, there are 78 joint Service R&D programs; and 
similarly, there are 14 joint operational test programs. For example, 
the NAVSTAR (Global Positioning System) is a tri-Service development 
tp reduce net DoD navigation costs by a significant percentage while 
enhancing the performance of weapons and simplifying their design. 
During the past year, the Air Force has been assigned as Executive 
Agent for the development of the new beyond visual range air-to-air 
missile, which is a replacement for Sparrow. The new missile will be 
based on previous DARPA research and designed to satisfy a JSOR. 
Similarly, the ultimate Sidewinder replacement will be based on a 
continuing evaluation of seekers and development of operational 
requirements. 
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SYSTEMS ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT " 

.1. . I ssue : In order- to maintain national security in times of highly 
constrained defense budgets it is imperative that we manage the 
acquisition of defense systems in a highly efficient manner. 

2. Background : The baste policies for the management of defense systems 
acquisition were established in mid-1971 with the publication of DoD 
Directive 5000.1, "Acquisition of Major Defense Systems." Since that 
time the results of several study efforts for improving the defense . 
systems acquisition process have been publ ished, T .e. , the Commission 
on Government Procurement, the Army Material Acquisition Review 
Committee, the Navy/Marine Corps Acquisition Review Committee and 
most recently the Acquisition Advisory Group. ' 

3- DoD Position : While many of the recommended improvements to the 

defense, systems acquisition process have already been implemented we 
are continuing to evaluate and adopt other promising changes. 

4. Current Status : In many areas we have made major strides in improving 
the management of DoD systems acquisition.' Some of these management 
•initiatives are: 

a) Fly-be fore-buy (hardware demonstration) 

b) - Achievement milestones vs calendar milestones 

c) Competition, especially during system validation 

d) Design to Cost . ■:. ' 

e) ■ Hi-Lo force mix ■" 

f) Creation of viable options 

g) Maintaining strong technical base .-V ■ ".. 

h) . Improved program management ■ ''" ."- » 

Other areas of promising efforts underway but still evolving are: 

a) "Front-end" planni ng-mission needs and affordabil ity 

b) Life Cycle Costing ■ 

Sound management of defense systems acquisition impacts on the defense 
posture of the U.S. It is probably the single most important task of 
DoD as it Impacts directly on force readiness, the yearly defense budget 
and also the outyear expenditures for operating and maintaining our 
weapon systems. V/e will continue to evaluate all facets of the acquisi- 
tion process seeking improvements in national defense and more efficient 
development, production, operation and support of our defense- system. 
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PROTOTYi' I KG 



J_ssue: To improve ths basis for, management decisions during the 
development and acquis i t ion of defense systems and equipment. 

Background; Prototyping stresses the use of hardware demonstration, 
rather than paper studies, as the basis for key program decisions. 
Jt has been referred to as the "fly before buy" or "test before buy" 
approach to system acquisition. In practice, it calls. for investment 
in a few demonstration models (prototypes) and evaluation of test 
results prior to making a major commitment of funds or resources^ 
It was promulgated as management policy by former Deputy Secretary 
of Defense David Packard, has been emphasized as a management tool 
by his successor, DepSecDef Clements, and has become an important 
aid to defense decision-making. Congress has debated the merits of 
prototyping and endorsed its application in defense p'rog rams. 

DoD Position : Prototyping is an aid to management that reflects a 
basic principle of sound decision-making: systematic reduction of 
risk. It must always be viewed in the decision-making context. It 
is not, and must not become, an end or objective in itself. We 
emphasize prototyping where it is needed to support and strengthen 
our basis for decisions, not as "the thing to do" in order to get 
programs approved. 

C urrent Status : V.'e hove gained considerable experience" i n prototypi rig 
over the past several years; however, there is still some misunder- 
standing of the difference between its two fundamental applications'. 

Prototyping is used during the acquisition cycle to reduce the risks 
associated with applying advanced technology to meet defined opera- 
tional requirements. These are the "fu.ll -scale engineering develop- 
ment 1 ' prototypes. (Examples: Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle; 
Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft; Advanced Attack Helicopter; 
Submarine Launched Cruise Missile.) Where it is impractical to* 
prototype an entire weapon system, the concept is applied to subsystems 
and components. (Examples: AWACS Radar; Airborne TACAM; ?;>vy Modular 
Electronic Warfare Suite.) 

Prototyping Is also used to explore and advance new technology prior 
to the definition of specific requirements. These are "technology 
base 1 ' or "exploratory development" prototypes. Their purpose is to 
provide viable options for future decisions. Exploratory prototyping 
creates technological alternatives, exploits technical opportunities, 
stimulates competi tion and innovation, retains key industry design 
teams, and improves our ability to make performance/cost tradeoffs. 
(Examples: Air Combat Fighter; Advanced Medium STOL; Electronically 
Agi le Radar.) 
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Budget Related Issue 
TRAVEL FUNDS* 



Issue: OC.D(R&AT) has insufficient travel funds to adequately 
perform its assigned tasks for FY77. 

History: ODD(R&AT) is allocated travel funds from DDR&E. These 
funds are used to pay for transportation and per diem, in performing 
our program monitoring tasks, to satisfy U.S. responsibilities in 
international travel for the Defense Research Group and for The 
Technical Cooperation Program, to maintain staff specialists pro- 
fessional proficiency through attendance at technical symposia and 
meetings and to publicize the technical thrusts and management 
changes which we are implementing in the Technology Base program. 
The travel funds allocated in FY76 was $42. 3K. Our request for FY77, 
in view of the total inadequacy of FY76 funds, was $76K. Our allocation 
for the first 6 months of FY77 is $14. 7K. We have reduced the $14. 7K 
by the amount required to meet international obligations for the first 6 
months of FY77 plus a $1K contingency fund, and allocated the remainder 
on a prorata basis to the AD Offices and the Front Office Staff. We 
anticipate that the funding to be allocated for the second half of FY77 
will be approximately $14. 7K. 

Position: DDR&E is aware that the FY77 allocation is inadequate. 
Travel, other than that supported by others, is by and large restricted 
to program monitoring plus the international commitments. 



ODDfR&AT) 
30Nov76 



Budget Related Issue 



DOD MEDICAL RES EARCH CHARTER 
(vis-a-vis other Federal Agencies) 

Subject of Issue. : Congres sional actions on DoD budget requests 
are being denied in cases where any other agency is conducting research 
in the area. 

History: Congressional actions during FY 76 and FY 77 budget cycle 
denied DoD requests for money for research in drug and alcohol abuse, a 
a series of infectious and. dental diseases. The basis for denial has 
been that the Department, Health, Education, and Welfare (DHEW) is 
doing work in these fields and the DoD, therefore, should not require 
any effort in the area. This has been cited especially in cases where 
the DoD level of effort is much smaller than the DHEW commitment. 
A GAO review of infections disease research was completed in FY 76, 
overseas laboratory reviews are underway now which could cause 
further areas to be so identified in FY 78 and beyond. 

Budgetary Impact: Previous reductions were not made until late in" 
the fiscal year. As a result, money had been committed to new and 
continuing efforts under the authority of the Continuing Resolution. Thus 
when all funds programmed for the effort were withdrawn, additional 
funds were also lost due to the fact that the earlier commitments to 
contracts had been made and could not be recouped. 

DoD Position: DoD does carefully coordinate and draw from the civil 
and other Federal agency research. It conducts, research only on the 
unique problems of the Military Services or those aspects of the 
problem that the civil sector cannot or will not address. Thus, rather 
than duplicate, the smaller DoD investment represents a complimentary 
effort that provides specialized results of interest to DoD. 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

REDUCTION OF OUTYEAR OPEiL-Vri MC AND SUPPORT (OSS.) COSTS 



1. Issue: To reduce the fraction of the outyear DoD budget allocated 
to system operating and support costs, while at the sar.i time maintain- 
ing operational readiness. 

2. Background : Continued growth in the fraction of the DoD budget 
allocated to operate and support current systems has impaired force 
modernization. Greater emphasis is needed on reducing the future OSS 
costs of systems now being developed, so as to reverse this trend as 
new systems enter the inventory;. 

Better visibility on the specific OSS costs of current systems is a 
necessary step in defining and reducing the OSS cost of fu C ? r ? systems „ 
The next- step is to employ the results of that improved visibility. 

3. DoD Position : We are confident that we can achieve the ability to 
identify and track the OSS costs of individual types of defense systecs 
We must also control the future OSS costs of systems now in development 
so as to achieve a net reduction in the OSS portion of the DoD budget. 

4. Current Status: The DepSecDef memorandum on Reduction of Outyear 
Operating and Support Costs, 28 February 1976, directed the Military 
Departments to establish O&S cost targets for each major system now in 
development, and to propose methods to assess the net O&S cost impact 
on future Department budgets of all DSARC decisions. 

>. ■ ■ • ■ 

The Services have forwarded their planned approaches to the establish- 
ment of O&S cost goals for all major programs now in the DSARC process 
and proposed methodology for annual assessment of the net OSS cost 
impact of DSARC decisions during the preceeding year. Refinements 
required by ASD(ISL) review are now in progress. 



UNCLASSIFIED 



VISIBILITY ASP MANAGEMENT OF O PERATING AKD SUPPO RT COSTS 

cos^^iw , d r Ve i° P WSth ° ds f0r *«t«»ining the operating and SU p P or 
cos.s aLtnbutsole to particular Defense systems. 

2- ^ac^roicid: SecDef and DDRf.E posture statements for FY 1976 men- 
Cols) cosL"? tD 1TaPrOVe Visibilit >- - Operating and support 

^ ue COi,c of future weapon systems. 

2^3 lltTl'* teStim0n y' Senator C ^er asked for LCC estimates on 
the 10 most expensive systems then in development. DDR&E responded 
with current estimates for 8 of the 10 systems. responded 

Jn ft ! r ' Se - at ° r CulV6r P r °P° sed amendment to the Authorization 
in "t W«? U T d — t0 inClUde LCC GStinateS f ° r a11 - jor sys 121 
Us d!le"ff J' beg r ing FY 1977 s " b -"i°". This ^endaent 

luch I V \ r^^" whea D ° D Stated £t ^able to provide . 

the" Fr 1978 b^t ^ f ° r ^craft systems with 

3 D pD Position : Ue can estimate system acquisition costs fairlv well 
set "% ln v° V1 ^ th£t Ca P abilit *- b ^ DoD accounting s L ! 
systems ^ ntlfy ° pe ^ing ™* ^PPort costs by i'ndi^uS ■ 
^ WrklnS t0 inprOV£ visibility on operating and suj.oort. 

*■ £ 2 rj | nt_Sta EH .: ASD(liL) has been tasked to define the m-m^n* 
information system needed to account for OSS costs by Weapon syTen 

t^-sy^J^^rAlDalL)^"-"^ Pr ° POSed ^^e-nt infoSa- 

review^rTnofL^reL:" 1 ^- * ef — ts in -P™ to ASD(l&L) 

ASD (Comptroller) has been tasked to modify the DoD 

as necessary to accomodate the information" I^dTSSS^A'S. 
the° Services 25 """ ""^ t0 COSt ""P-abilxty among 

^!^ ir /° rC2 dec, f st::aced * Prototype OSS cost nanagemert infformtion 
sys.em for aircraft during FY 1977. and is now evaluating iti ! ° 

V? -pansion. to other types of .S^'.'y em " 

! W ° rKins ° H Slmllar Projects, and the Navy h-« ,1 ; 
developed plans for an 0&s co5t , ;anagenjiat Inforra3tion s J Ce ^ r l - 



ships . 



UNCLASSIFIED 
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LIFE CYCLE COST C LCC) REDUCTION 

1. Issue: To define and reduce the total cost of acquiring, operating, main- 
taining and supporting defense systems, while at the same till* maintaining 
torce modernization, readiness and operational effectiveness. 

2. Packs round: LCC reduction is a major objective of the DoD. There is 
also considerable Congressional interest in this subject. Present appropria- 
tion accounting makes it relatively easy to identify development , procurement 
and military construction costs of specific weapon systems. However, operat- 
ing and support (OiS) cost appropriations are related to type of organization 
and function, rather than to type of weapon system. 

3. DoD Position: We can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well, and 
we are improving that capability. We can and are holding acquisition programs 

. to predetermined unit cost thresholds as a necessary but not sufficient part 
of LCC reduction.. Additional ste?s are necessary to define and reduce the O&S 
cost of current and future weapon systems. Those steps are now underway. 

4 - Current Status Cmore detail in attached backup papers): 

Design to Cost - DoD Directive 5000.28, May 1975, directed the Military 
Departments to design systems to predetermined unit production costs, and to 
trade off performance, schedule and quantity as necessary to meet cost goals 
Host major systems not yet in production either have established DTC go-Is or 
have made cost an "equal partner" with "cost drivers" in early design studies 
D.C is an issue at DSARC reviews and corrective action is directed for breach 
of DTC thresholds. 

Visib ility and Management of Operating and Su p port Costs - A D-pS-cD-f 
memorandum dated 16 October 1975 directed ASDU&L) to define" the manawnC 
information system needed to account for the O&S costs of current systems by 
system type. ASD (Comptroller) was directed to modify DoD accounting systems 
as necessary. The Military Departments have presented their proposals for 
such an information system- and refinements are in progress. 

- , ~ " C ^ £ ° n ° f °" t y3 ar ° ? 5ra ^"S g£g Support Cos ts - A DepSecDef memorandum 
cated 23 February 1976 directed the Military Departments to establish OiS 
cost goals for each major system development program and to propo^ methods 
lor an annual assessment of the net impact of all DSARC decisions or th- O&S 
portion of their outyear budgets. The overall objective is a n?t n^mal 
reduction in. that fraction of the DoD budget allocated to O&S co.^r.. 

g*ll^il£t]L«2jL«g in tainabili ty - Reliability and maintainability (R-M) 
arc -system parameters that link system desijjn characteristics to OS'? ".n.- 
readiness and operational effectiveness. Quantitative R&M requires *- s - e 
now included in almost all DCPs; however, DoD policy on R&M need, to b, " 
clanried and extended to subsystems and less-th.w-najor systems in o- -- 
to facilitate LCC reduction. DDR&E and AS 0(1 SI.) are preoarin* /fc 0 n r^Z- 
f.va on this subject and supervising the revision of aporopriate 
o-randards. . 
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ODDR::L-:/0AD(?) 



UNCLASSIFIED 
DESIGN TO COST 



1. Issue: To specify and constrain the cost of each new system so DoD 
can afford to buy the quantities of systems it needs to meet national 
security objectives within current and foreseen budget constraints. 

2. Background: Design to Cost (DTC) is a management policy similar to 
cost control techniques used in the commercial sector. DTC established 
unit cost as a parameter equal in importance with system performance, 
program schedule and other factors that can drive program cost, such 'as 
produceability, logistic support concept, data requirements, safety/ 
survivability, etc. It requires planners to set cost. goals the DoD can 
afford to pay, and to trade off system design parameters against those 
goals. It further requires that cost be emphasized in trade-off decisions 
throughout the acquisition process, and that cost estimates be verified as 
within pre-set goals prior to award of the production contract. 

3. DoD Position: Design to Cost is necessary to counter the escalating 
costs of defense systems. We plan to continue applying it to new 
development programs (both systems and subsystems). 

4. Current Status: Design to Cost policy was formalized in DoD Directive 
5000.28, issued in May 1975. Each Program Manager receives comprehensive 
instruction on Design to Cost policy and implementation experience as he 
goes through the Defense Systems Management College. Design to Cost 
objectives have been routinely established on all recent major development 
programs Examples include the A-10, F-16 and Advanced Medium STOL air- 
craft, the F-18, Patrol Frigate, Submarine Launched Cruise Missile UTTAS 
helicopter, Advanced Attack Helicopter, and XM-1 tank. Such objectives 
are being defined for more recent programs on a routine basis. While 
initial emphasis was on designing to a unit production cost, primarily 
because DoD s ability to estimate and measure unit cost is better than 

its ability to estimate and measure Life Cycle Cost, DoD is now increas- 
ing emphasis on making design tradeoffs to control life cycle cost 
drivers. 
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SPECIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS 



Problem : With increasing costs of defense systems, equip- 
ment and material, there were concerns that military 
specifications were the "cost drivers". 

*-■< 

I ssue : 'Military specifications and standards have 
occasionally contained unrealistic, obsolete or marginal 
requirements which resulted in excessive costs. 

DoD Position : DoD is attacking the problem on three 
fronts: 

a) ASD(IS-L) and co-sponsor the Defense Material 
Specifications and Standards Board to review on a con- 
tinuing basis the total specifications and standardiza- 
tion program management to recommend necessary changes 
in policy to the SecDef. 

b) At the request of DopSecBe.f , the Services ha^'s 
'established R?P (Request for Proposal) Review Bnsrds 

to review and "scrub" kFPs, prior to their for^ul 
release to bidders, of any excessive requireme^ "i :". r.y.X 
unwarranted cos t- driv J xs; requireriar-.ts-. xr-cludir^ • 
specification require- .-.■iits . 

c) ASD(I§L) and D2R( : F, jointly established a Defuse 
Science Board Task Fore? to recommend appropriate; 
specifications and standards policy. 

Status : 

A. DMSSB : 

1) Now have five Technical Panels (i.e., Ms fce> rials . 
Electronics, Metrication, Clothing and Textile,' 
Audio Visual). The Metrication Panel, for example, 
prepared an interim policy on the use of th-3 metric 
system of measurement hi the DoD which was signed 
by DepSecDef. 

2) A task group revised the DoD Standardisation 
Manual covevin;. specification preparation, 
coordination and management. 
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D . RFP Review B oards : 

All three Services have established these review 
boards and are actually scrubbing new major system 
RFPs. On several procurements, draft RFPs were 
submitted to industry prior to formal release to 
bidders soliciting comments on the identification 
of cost- driving elements and suggestions on how to 
meet the intent of the need at lower cost. 

C. Defense Science Board Task Force : 

Found that while needing continual attention for 
improvement, specifications and standards were . 
adequate and not , the fundamental problem. The 
problem was really the over-application (or blanket 
application) of these documents, -which in many cases, 
resulted in unwarranted costs.- Among the Task Force 
recommendations are: 1) "tailoring 1 ; or selective 
application of the specification requirements to 
each program, 2) establish an environment to provide ' 
incentives or contractors/bidders for proposing 
tailored specifications and far Tccottiaending cost 
effective waivers to rodv.ee costs- , and c) eovr.ation 



to avoid excessive costs. The Services are. currently 
initiating action; to iuplesircnT those r e corai en da t i ens 
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EE LIA BILITY AND MA I N T A I M A 15 1 L I TY 

^- ™J1H~. : ^° reduce the operating and support cost of defense syst^mi while 
ir.nintai.aing or increasing their readiness and operational ef fe.ctivencr.s- 

2. Background : Reliability and Maintainability (R&M) are measurable perfor- 
mance parameters that link system design characteristics to readiness, 
effectiveness, operating and Support cost. Improved R&M simultaneously 
increases readiness and percentage of successful missions, while decreasing 
maintenance, supply and manpower requirements. In the past, field reliability 
has often been only a fraction of that "demonstrated" by the contractor in 
REL DEMO done to a MIL STD. This occured because REL DEMO test criteria did 
not realistically approximate actual field conditions and definitions of a 
"failure" were not relevant to actual field experience. OSD has major 
initiatives underway to improve this situation. 

3. DoD Position : Increased emphasis must be placed on improving the R&M of 
systems during RDT&E , rather than trying to fix systems already in production. 

4. Current Status : Quantitative R&M thresholds are now included in virtually 
all DC?s and attainment of these thresholds has become an issue at DSAUC 
rsj'/iewn. The Deputy Director (Test and Evaluation) has placed a high priority 
on R&M in his reviews of test programs and test results, as reflected in his 
reports to the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the D5ARC Chairman at all 
critical milestone decisions. 

ODDR&E and OASD(l&L) are preparing a DoD Directive on R&M to ensure these 
parameters are addressed as an integral part of the acquisition process for 
both major and less-than-ma jor system and subsystem programs. 

Tne Military Departments are revising Military Standards pertaining to reli- 
ability, 'especially the reliability of electronics equipment. These revisions 
will translate DoD policy to the Defense industries. They include increased 
realism of tests conducted in laboratory test chambers. Tne cost of more 
realistic test facilities is to ba paid for by shorter total test time and 
greater correlation of laboratory and field reliability values. 

Tne Services have recently included in their budgets funds to improve readi- 
ness and reduce operating costs for equipment in the field. This is 
accomplished primarily through the upgrading of equipment reliability and 
maintainability identified by organizations specifically charged with this 
responsibility such as the Air Force Productivity, Reliability, Availability 
and Maintainability (PRAM) Program Office. 

Government and industrial technology base activities are exploring the 
feasibility of using highly reliable electronic modules as basic build Liv-; 
blocks for widespread application to electronics equipment. High design 
reliability and tight quality control are to be paid for by savings ;izh ie v cd 
through volume production and standardization. 

Contractual approaches are being developed which will incentivico contractors 
to design equipment for high reliability and low repair costs. Approaches 
successfully used include contract award foes ani reliability war ma tier. . 



SOVIET TECHNOLOGICAL DOCTRINE AND PRACTICE 



S ubject : The relationships between Soviet science and technology 
doctrine and practice and their military technological status - 

2. Background : Soviet doctrine was enunciated by Lenin — "One must 
either master the highest technology or be crushed", and has been 
continually reaf f irmed--"The development of Soviet science has 
special significance today when the scientific-technological 
revolution has become the most important area in the competition of 
the two opposed world systems" (Communist Party Central Committee 
Resolution, December 1973). Soviet policy is set by the Politburo, 
and is specifically oriented toward establishing credible military 
scientific-technical superiority over the U.S. R&D management is 
highly centralized; the Politburo's executive agent is the Council 
of Ministers, 75 percent of whom have technical backgrounds. The 
USSR has deliberately emphasized the greatest possible rate of 
advance in military technology at the expense of improvements in 
the civilian sector. Soviet policy is to exploit innovations 
achieved in civil R&D for military purposes, but because of the 
weakness of Soviet civil R&D, we have not seen any instances in which 
it has contributed significantly to their military technology. There 
is no Soviet counterpart to the cross-fertilization process in U.S. 
industry and commerce which advances military and civilian technology 
together in many areas that are militarily important to the U.S. 
Within the military sector, past Soviet practice emphasized 
continuity of effort and incremental improvements. Today there are 
many indications of willingness to take the risks of applying and 
exploiting advanced technology. 

3. DoD Position : Soviet doctrinal emphasis on science and technology 
has led to a commitment of resources for military R&D which must be 
regarded as a serious threat to the military balance between the U.S. 
and USSR. The U.S. can meet this challenge only through a sustained 
and vigorous program of RDT&E to advance and exploit its strong 
technologies. Such a program is feasible at affordable cost, because 
of the inherent weakness in the Soviet system of separating military 
and civil R&D. The rate of advance of Soviet military technology — 
overall — will be inhibited as long as their civilian sector is 
excluded from supporting such advances, although with special emphasis 
they have been able to surpass the U.S. in some fields of technology. 
The U.S. can retain the technological initiative and preserve the 
military balance if it has the will to do so. 
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4. Current Status: Soviet military R&D increasingly is producing a 
variety of quality military equipments. Also, there are strong 
indications, in the form of a number of Soviet military R&D activities 
and new systems being deployed (e.g., air cushion vehicles, radar 
satellites), that the Soviets have broken away from their long- 
standing policy of technological conservatism. Several of the Soviet 
military R&D activities are not well understood, but are a matter of 
concern because they appear to be related to key missions of U.S. 
forces (e.L,., new approaches to ballistic missile defense and anti- 
submarine warfare) . Avoidance of technological surprise requires a 
coherent R&D effort to generate new technological options in mission 
areas where U.S. vulnerability may be uncertain and where the risk 
of surprise is great. 



COH?£TI?IOr-! IS EE3EES3 E*OTJK53s23T 

1. Issiia : To utilise competition to the maximum extent feasible 
during the acquisition of defease systems and equipment. 

Background: - Competition "between system concepts, present and 

proposed systems, contractors, subcontractors , and even "between 

the Military Departments is the paramount motivating factor during * ' 

both development and production of defense hardware. Winning the 

development and/ or production contract is- a far greater incentive 

than the profit rate or any "incentive clause" after competition . 

is reduced to a sole source. , 

3* PoP Position: Competition is to be used wherever economically . , 

feasible throughout the acquisition cycle, to include competitive .'"^ 
development, production and alternate sourcing. >' 

k. Ciy ra n t ^ Status: Most of our recent major programs include a 
competitive prototype phe.se during advanced development, with 
comparison of test results ("fly-off", ,: shoot-off") as a key 
factor in the decision to advance the program into full-scale 
engineering development. Examples include; the A-X prototype 
compel it ion which resulted in selection cf the A- 10 Close Supr-crt 
Aircraft j the Air Combat Fighter (F-lS), Advanced Attack Heli- 
copter, XM--1 tank, ana Submarine-launch?:: 11 . Cruise Missile. 

On high volume production programs, second source competitions ax'e 
also held. Examples induce the Army's TC'7 ftird Shillelagh antitank 
missiles, the Sparrow and Sidewinder air-to-air missiles, ' and the 
MK~l|8 torpedo. • 

When competition is not economically feasible at the weapon system 
level, subsystem and component competition is often implemented. 
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EXPEDITIOUS JOT&E OF IIR MAVERICK 



1. ISSUE : As a result of DSARC II of IIR MAVERICK in September 1976, 
operational uncertainties were surfaced which affected the potential 
operational utility of the system. 

2. BACKGROUND : Even though a comprehensive advanced development test 
program had been successfully accomplished by the developing agency, 
there remained some doubts about the operational utility of IIR MAVERICK 
in particular combat scenarios. To resolve these uncertainties, DepSecDef 
directed that a Joint Operational Test and Evaluation be initiated and 
conducted in a compressed timeframe. Test planning is in progress with 
the USAF as the executive Service. A partial report will be provided in 
March 1977 and a final report by August 1, 1977. An independent contractor 
has been chosen to assist in test planning, monitor test conduct and pro- 
vide an independent analysis at the completion of the joint tests. 



3. RE COMMENDED POSITION : DD(T&E) support and provide advice and direction 
as appropriate, to the Joint Test Director. 



Enclosure 2 

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 1 - (Classified) 

Notes: 1. Some portions of these also qualify for Exemption 5 and 

such papers are also listed on Enclosure 3 for those portions. 

2. Some of these papers are unintelligible due to deletions 
as indicated. 

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement (also on Enclosure 3) 
M-X 

SLBM/TRIDENT II (unintelligible w/deletions) 
Briefing Paper (also on Enclosure 3) 

Special Nuclear Materials (unintelligible w/deletions) 
Space Defense (unintelligible w/deletions) 
High Energy Lasers (unintelligible w/deletions) 

NATO Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft. (also on Enclosure 3) 
NET Technical Assessment — U.S. vs. USSR RDT&E 
Chair Heritage (also on Enclosure 3) 

Cannon Launched Guided Projectile Copperhead (CLGP) (also on Enclosure 3) 

Impact of Procurement Changes on the F-18 (also on Enclosure 3) 
(unintelligible w/deletions) 

Air to Air Missile Inventory (also on Enclosure 3) 

Conventional Airfield Attack Missile (also on Enclosure 3) 

General Support Rocket System (GSRS) (also on Enclosure 3) 

Infrared Imaging Seeker (also on Enclosure 3) 
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• CHEMICAL WARFARE READINESS IMPROVEMENT '. 

& •" . • " 

I. (U) Subject of Issue : DoD efforts to improve chemical warfare . 
._(CW.) posture, both protective and retaliatory. 

■ 2. ) Background : j 



o USSR poses serious threat in CW. 

' ' ■ -n 

O 



o US has ratified Geneva Protocol with reservation which essentially 
.. bans 'first use of CW. - 

3. (U) DoD Position: Supports efforts. to modernize chemical warfare 
capability and to improve protective posture to allow continuing opera- 
tions in a CW environment. 

4. \ i Current Status: ' ' . •' _ „ : ~.\ • . 



Defensive Programs: 



I o FY 1977 budget contained $37. 4M for defensive RDT&E, FY 1973 
budget containsj J 

o FY 1977 Army budget contained $95. 8M for procurement, O&M, 

and war reserve funds; FY 1978 budget contains 1 Hall for 

i 

improvement of defensive and protective posture. 

. . o FY 1977 Air Force budget contained $17. 2M for protective items; 
" FY 1978 contains! ' I 

o ' Training is being improved in bo!h Army and Air Force, about 
• personnel will be added to training and disaster preparedness team 
by FY 1973. ' 
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Retaliatory- Programs: 



o Binary chemical munition P.DT?<E is continuing; 
programmed by FY 1978. 



o No production decision on binary munitions has been made, nor 
.. has any modernization program been undertaken pending further 
.review of national policy in this area. Various studies are in 
progress to better develop the DoD position. ... 



* Conference ox the Committee on Disarmament (UN) 



m 



Issue: What should be the M-X development pace? 



1. Subject \ 

The M-X is envisioned as a large, highly accurate, MIRVed j 
missile (approximately 170,000 lbs) capable of being moved from 
aimpoint to aimpoint in a manner which will conceal its location 
such that all aimpoints, whether they be visible above-ground 
shelters or invisible subterranean trenches, are credible to the 
offense.^ If attacking weapons are added by the offense, additional 
aimpoints can be proliferated at relatively low cost. The M-X 
thus achieves a very high prelaunch survivability. . It will also 
retain the rapid response characteristics and positive command and 
control features inherent in a land based ICBM. 

2. Background ) " ■ 

iFour new- generation Soviet ICBMs and^~ fpayload 
variants have been ■ developed since the Vladivostok Accord. This ! 
evolving Soviet ICBM force with its improvements in accuracy, 
throwweight, targeting flexibility, and prelaunch survivability is 
a formidable threat to our land based missile force, as well as our 
cities. Additionally, vigorous Soviet missile R§D effoTt beyond 
the current deployment activities indicates a Soviet trend towards 
improvement of their counterfcrce capability and a broadening by 
its potential base for rapid quantity and quality improvements. 
Survivability of U. S. land based ICBMs in the 1980s, as well. as a 
partial redress' of the growing throwweight imbalance, can be 
achieved by making the ICBM transportable and hard to an optimal 
degree.. By providing credible aimpoints which aTe cheaper than the 
weapons required to destroy them, an arms race can be avoided. 

5. DoD Position - i , '. 

The DoD believes in the TRIAD as an absolute necessity for. 
strategic deterrence because the diversity of three entirely differe 
systems will preclude a potential disaster by one technology break- 
through- ICBMs offer a unique capability not present in the other 
two legs of the TRIAD, namely, capability across the entire target 
spectrum; a time urgent, hard target kill capability; -facility for 
positive command and control; and an excellent inherent capacity 
for redressing throwweight imbalances. As the ICBM is vital to the 
TRIAD, its survivability" should therefore be insured. ' • 



2 



4- Current Status j 

M-X technology has proceeded in the advanced development 
stage for severa^.years , particularly in the areas of guidance 
ai-.d propulsion. ) 

Basing moae studies have been 
accomplished, indicating^ that' the shelter and .trench concepts 
as the most promising. / 



5. Funding {Millions) \ " • 

FY 78 79 ' 80 81 82 



i 
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Originator:. DUR.5 E 



Dat< 



oG iNovembsr 19 76 



. ' :'" ■ '•' ' -• *• ^SLEW/TRIDENT II '. %f£.h : ■ "''A'- 

. . -"T. . ir,':.-f.-v> — ■ 

Issue: Why do v;c need ■ TRIDENT II wissilc for a new "SLUM? ' 



Subject | 



^ ' : r ' r^g' -, - 

' In our strategic TRIAD the SLBM fores at sea i*;'the 3ee^- 
cargstable by opposing strategic systems. *" ' 



. . , J . - , , _ J TuIDiiNT II represents" another 

tnusjy step in the effort of expanding the "haystack". ~ 

3 * Hop Position \ ' • ' '•■'?.-•'.. ■ • ; " . : ; . • ■ 

o* St^V* th0 T elGtive invulnerability and increased cwac*r> 

ifto i ri ] ( suDiaarine,- an orderly development of the TRIDENT II 
desiMblo " e *** submarine capability is considered highly 

4. • Current Status I i " 



S *. g" "u inj; (Millions) \ . . '. ". ■ .'- ■'" : "f *" ■. 

■ • PX. 77 3 Frior .78* 79 .80 . '.' gi. 



Originator: __DDR5E ■ 
i)ate : 30 j^Pjj^terjjTfT 



Purpose: To describe weapons systems under development which. 
~ ■ . might be: .... .. ■ /■- 

' ; ' *'■ ;.■ ;'. ~ Construed as having- a .first 'strike 
■ • \ '•■ : ' ■ capability \ , : v '.• 

'. : • -...'. - Subjects of concern in aras control. '; 

r- .'negotiations because of: • 

' y: . y- '...'..,'•:•■. Possible verification' problems . '" 

■• . '• ;* ■:•*".■/.■;/•;'■• ; -r* Possible threats to Soviet strategic 

- : • ■ .-war- making capabilities.' 

1, Pes si big F irst Strike Weapons! ". \:\U."i . ■ •'■ ' 

• The "only conceivable reason for our .attempting a first 
strike would be to disarm the Soviets, i v e_ ? to deliver a 
surprise initial attack of such magnitude as to reduce to 
•a .relatively negligible level the Soviet capacity for ' • 
retaliation.: Otherwise, we-invite their retaliation. They 
have an assured second strike capability'--- achieved through 
a TRIAD similar to our ov;.n which, we cannot obliterate by 
any present or proposed capability, or even .by capabilities 
.which, are still in" the realm of speculation. At least twice 
in the last thirty years the Soviets did' not have an assured 
retaliatory capability; they were engaged in provoking- us ; 
and .yet, it was not in our nature to attempt even limited 
military action against them, . .. . 

The ability to execute a disarming first strike requires' 
three essentials: ■ ■ -v. 

. .' " - Accurate location of all Soviet strategic-weapons. • 
::" -' Sufficient weapons to"attack effectively all Soviet . 
'■''•' strategic weapons. ■;. '-... .. .. • - 

- Surprise. ' - ■ ; ■. v...v • V\. '■.■' .■■X"-""'-" -" ! '" 

We do not possess either of the first two' military capabili 
.ties and our open society forecloses the third essential. 
Still, there are some who believe that the devel op;noat of 
certain weapons systems poses a potential first strike capa- 
bility.' In this context, a hard target kill (HTK) capability 
is most often cited as a first strike capability. An HTK . 
capability would be necessary but not sufficient, without 
satisfying the above criteria, for a first strike. \US. HTK 
capabilities and goals derive from a desire for ef f ect ivcacss 
and efficiency in a retaliatory, role, and -- for those weapons 
targeted against his strategic nuclear forces — to destroy 
his residual or reserve force to preclude coercion or further 
.war-making capacity after the onset of hostilities. ■-■- L - 



■-/-'"'•""/■-Not only do we not seek a first strike capability, we 
seek to reduce incentives for an opponent to strike first in- 
a crisis situation by providing our forces with such char- 
acteristics that an aggressor would not significantly change 
the outcome. .by striking first in a crisis.." .This is the 
essence of strategic stability.. 

. .Those systems most frequently criticized as having a 
first strike capability, are: " .._>.' . . . . - 



which will .be' deceptively based 



iv, . among a large number of hardened aim points. It' will satisfy . 
ir requirements: for, (1) multiple aim point, basing to redress 
i^rthe increasing vulnerability- of silo based IC3M T s; (2] greater 
p.payload.to somewhat offset the. existing Soviet throw-weight. "'■ 
•• advantage in new ICBM's and SLBM's> and, (3) the capability 

to attack effectively an expanded and harder set of targets* - 

;/ / , : Through M-X development we seek the ability to. - ■ T -\" 
• ■ maintain a credible second strike 'which is in fact that which 
deters a Soviet first strike. \ However,, the ultimate founda- 
tion of the credible second strike is in numbers of deployed 
.Weapons and not in the weapon system development. They are 
'•;•/.. separable considerations. . .••••'..•-,./:'.•• ..." :.•••'*•• ...;r/ : - 

/:•?•.•• :-V'M-X multiple 'aim point basing is criticized by some on 
/-the grounds that it is difficult to verify numbers of missiles 

v, :'. ..We note that while this - may be true in- the general case, 
i/;; deployment constraints can be devised which permit high con- ' ; 

f idence counting even without on-site inspection,- and that , 
on-site counting is quite reliable, in any event. Banning ... 
V. mobile missiles is tantamount to- giving up on ICBM's, since ■ 
■• it is only a matter— of time before the survivability of U.S. ■ 
i/. silo-based ICBM's will be unacceptable low. : Further, mobile ;. 
^0, ICBM's, because of- their high survivability, do not invite a :■■ 
4/ first strike (there is no premium for striking . first) and ... .--1: :-. 
"6*;: hence represent . a stabilizing '.influence. ../,•<..• -"N '■ •',...'-';:• 
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b. Improved .Yield and. Accuracy for MINUTEMAN 
MINUTEMAN III is being .improved,' 



/These are interim 
improvements to redress throw-weight asymmetries and maintain 



essential, equivalence pending the availability of M-X. Numbers 
o* MiriUi.EMAN III are inadequate, even with improved accii^a-y 
and hxgner yield, to represent a first strike threat. 

c. MaRV (Maneuvering Reentry Vehicle) I ' 

m _ MaRV's are potentially applicable to any ballist^r 
missive. ihey have two applications. One is for evading 
derensive missiles,, the other, is for improving overall missile 
system accuracy. J 



As with other weapons systems or components, this 
development does not threaten any adversary/ Further, deployed 
quantities can satisfy, potentially- only one of the three 
essential criteria for a first strike. 

d. Bombers and Cruise Missiles. 

. - These represent no conceivable first strike potential ' 

because of the long flight times involved. 

.2* Subjects of Concern - Verification 

. a. M-X: Discussed : above under first strike. 

5* Cr ^se Missiles: Two cruise missiles are currently 
i?TS»n nC 5 d ? eVelo P* e *t: the air launched cruise missile 
^ and the T0 ' MAHAl '^' sea launched cruise missile. The 
ALCM, deployed on B-52s,. could significantly enhance bomber 
force effectiveness by diluting Soviet air defenses, supple- 
menting penetration range, and providing increased overall 
targeting flexibility. There are two versions of the TOMVUf/" 
The conventionally armed anti-ship TOMAHAWK will provide the 
havy amucn needed capability to insure that our ships and' 
submarines will not be out-ranqed by potential adversaries 
The nuciear armed Land Attack TOMAHAWK could be deolcved o^ 
submarines surface ships,, aircraft, and mobile land launchers- 
xor uacuical or strategic attack. 

Both ALCM and TOMAHAWK are highly accurate ^lexibl- 
inexpensive weapons. They are small, aerodynamic vehicle/"' 1 
that fly at nign subsonic speeds at very low altitude na^re 
them very difficult to detect and destroy. Thcv use co^ 0 n" 
ThUCOM terrain matching guidance, system turbine engine 
nuclear warhead. . " J " ' 



■"■""It is expected that a 'decision will' be made in the next few ' 
montns on whether to enter engineering development with 
•either ALCM or TOMAHAWK or both. 

If. cruise missiles are covered in future SAL agreements 
; there, could be two aspects of compliance verification to be ' 
•■-addressed. The first aspect could be verification of the 
total number of cruise missiles deployed or 'in storage ar>d 
tne second could involve limit's on range of the missiles. . - 



There is no known adequate technical basis for veri- "' 
fiably .constraining cruise missile range. For example, som^ 
current Soviet missiles, with substantially less ran^e than~ 
trie potential U.S. cruise missiles, are physically much laro-r 
than the U.S. cruise" missiles would be. An overriding con-° 
;sideration bearing on the problem of limiting cruise missile 
-. range is the fact that the geographical distribution of Soviet 
.. targets requires a long range for U.S. cruise missiles . 
m whereas heavy coastal population and industrial concentration' 
....in tne United States permits attack by short range Soviet 
-cruise missiles. There- is no realistic way to differentiate 
between tactical and strategic cruise missiles,- 

3 - Subje ct of Concern - Threats to Sovie t Strategic War- - 
• ~ Male in g Capah i 1 x t ie s ~~. '.. ; ; ~ — ~~ J : : 

-a.' U.S. Offensive Systems:. Discussed in'l. above. 

b. ABM: Vie have no deployed ABM capability. We have a 
program (~$200M) in advanced component and systems technology. 
.No ... weapons system is under development. ABM R$D has the • - ° 
...l°ll° win S objectives which, represent no threat to any Soviet 
strategic war-making capability: 

• - ""Maintain a capability to develop and deploy an ASM 
5^ Stem sh ^ uld one be required for defense" of ICBM 
' systems, or other high value targets. 



x. 



'-•-'Maintain the U.S. lead in' ABM technology through 
v •. investigation of advanced components } technologies, 
• - ; • . and systems concepts that could yield a technologi- 
.-. cal breakthrough. , .. 

c. Space Defense: ! 




i 




SPECIAL' NUCLEAR MATERIALS 



Issue: Does U. 5. run short o£ special nuclear Materials for 
... . . its weapons? 

1. Subj ect f ' '. . " 

The term special nuclear materials (SNM) ,' consists of enriched 
-uranium, plutonium, and tritium. ; """"" "'" " 



L 



2 . Background \ 
- ■ * — • - ' — i 1 — 



r 



i 



• ' Q There are two alternatives v/Mch may be considered: 



0% 



o i • 



o ERDA has "nothballed" capacity f_ 

5. DoD Position CU) ...V^: 

N/A ;. • ... • 

4, Current Status ^ ~'i' : -.'> 
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Originator: DDR5E ' " 
Date: j?0 Novenoer 19 7 6 



S PACE DEFENSE ' • />-V ; :-;£ : ;'\ •V-O 



I. Subject 



...J 



2. Background 



3- DoD Position 



h. Current "Status 



5* Funding (Millions) ' . *' ' 

^ 76 & Prior ' 77 7S ''— \ ~7S 80 8! 



9.2 
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' 'HIGH ENERGY LASERS . ' '../V 



Subject cv interest ^, 



• 2, Oackgroond • ' .1 *"_ " 

OevaTopLtt's^sr '* " Ser ' £ii " !y th = ^"tory and^early advanced^ 



3.- DoD Position ^ ) 

r 
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TTATO AIRBORNE EARLY UAPJIIKG (AEW) AIRC RAFT " 

■'•-«• FSOBLgn : NATO has used for an airborne early warning aircraft to 
• provide the key element in establishing control of the air environ- 
ment vherever NATO forces are engaged. 



Tri-Majcr NATO Commanders requirement has been stated for a force of 
these aircraft. A decision on this natter *>ill have to be made during 
the Feb-Iiay 1977 time fraise. • 

XI. BACKGROUND " . - 

Since 1973 the US has proposed that NATO accept the USAF E-3A AV.'ACS 
(or a derivation thereof) as the candidate aircraft to satisfy the 
• Tri-Kajcr NATO Colanders ROC for a force of NATO Airborne Early Item- 
ing aircraft. Several different NATO committees, study groups, and 
steering coir^iittees have been forced to provide recommendations on 
aircraft type, configuration, force size, ground interface modifications 
with .BADGE, .Strida II, UiCADGE, and 4G7L/412L. 



Other NATO nations such as Norway and" 
Netherlands have expressed strong support, but 



The xsoat recent e rare ss ion of NATO 01 this, natter vas at the G Deces&cx 
• 1976 NATO Defense Planning Committee nesting. At that meeting- the* NATO 

Defense Ministers reaffirmed the importance of a NATO AEW -fores and agreed 

to a meeting of high leval experts in early January -19 7 7 to e-anu".ne" , '£inan- 
■ cial aspects to be followed shortly thereafter by a meeting of Dafense 

Ministers' to decide whether or not to proceed. 

111 • EoP POSITION : ~~_ _ • "~ \ ~ T~~, 17T7Z 



I?. S l'.atus: Do5> representatives are preparing for participation in 

. the meeting of the NATO high level experts to be held in January 1977. 



. NET TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT— U.S. vs. USSR RDT&E 



X. Subject of Interest : The relative capabilities of the U.S. ana 
USSR, for performing military RDT&E'. 

2. Background : 



These analyses show the USSR outspending the U.S. in. 
military RDT&E for at least' the last six years. 

. More substantive comparisons take into account differences in RDT&E 
style (e.g., willingness to innovate), market base for. technology 
advances, and relevance to system mission capability. A judgmental 
assessment has been made taking these factors into- account, and 
indicates a comprehensive pattern of improvement in the quality of 
Soviet military RDT&E. Although U.S. technological quality 
generally continues to surpass that of the USSR, the combination of 
Soviet quantitative advantage and quality improvements is of serious 
concern to future U.S. national security. 

3. DoD Position: The U.S. leads overall in military technology, and 
needs^to retain the lead to maintain — at reasonable cost — a military 
balance with the USSR, so as to deter global conflict and deter or 
win limited wars. The U.S. has an inherent advantage, in that 
advances in several militarily important technologies are jointly 
supported by the military and commercial markets (e.g., aircraft gas 
turbines, semi-conductor and integrated-circuit industries, and 
computers). There is no counterpart to this joint market support in 
"the Soviet Union. Soviet RDT&E effort in the past has generally 
emphasized continuity of effort and incrementalism, but in recent 
years ^they have shown that they can pull ahead of the U.S. if there 
is no U.S. commercial base and DoD does not support technology 
advances (e.g., chemical warfare) . Today, Soviet military EDX&E 
exhibits increasing willingness to invest in high-risk technologies 
with potentially great payoff in military applications. The U.S. can 
beat the Soviets without commercial support if DoD chooses to do so 
(e.g., air-to-air avionics and military space systems), despite the 
advantages to Soviet intelligence from the U.S. open society. 

A. Current Status : The U.S. has shown the Soviets that superior 
technology can offset numerical advantages in materiel and personnel. 
Declared Soviet science/technology policy is to surpass the U.S., 
but they have signalled key deficiencies by aggressive attempts to 
transfer technology from the U.S.Jj 




ODDR&E 

2 December 1976 
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A^, ' ............ . . . " . However, 

thera are gaps in oar understanding of some Soviet military RDT r E 
/ activities, -which appear to be related to vital mission are- s of 

/ h - S - Three steps need to be taken to avoid technological 

/ surprise: CI) Continue to monitor and assess Soviet RDT&E 

' " "5^; Uiea . and their FO^ntial relationships to the military balance. 

- (2) Maintain a vigorous RSD effort to generate technological options 
in areas where our vulnerability is uncertain and risk of surprise 
.•— is great. (3) Maintain a persistent and "coherent program of RDTS" 

for advancing and exploiting militarily important technology areas 
, where U.S. is strong. In addition, the U.S. must develop new 
•; strengths for application in selected mission areas where Soviet 
efforts are creating an imbalance. 
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Budget Related Issue 
CHAIR HERITAGE 



Isstie: (U) The Navy has been prevented by. Congressional action from 
continuing the Chair Heritage Program at" " ""^funding levels. 



History: 



• : 1 „ The Fiscal 

1977 request for authorization contained an Exploratory Development 
and an Advanced Development project in support of Chair Heritage. 
The Advanced Development program, budgeted at $3.4M, was to 
initiate the development of an Advanced Test Accelerator (ATA),. . 
These funds were deleted by the Joint Committee on Armed Services 
pending recommendations from a review of the Chair Heritage pro- 
gram by the JASON Committee. * - 

(U) The JASON Committee completed its study' and reported favorable 
regarding program continuation. The results of the JASON review 
and the proposed program were presented to the Congressional staffs 
and a request for approval to proceed was sent to the HASC. However, 
HASC concurrence has not been received. All FY 77 funds are deferred 
pending resolution of this issue. ■ .' 

Position: (U) HASC - Current position is not known. Impending meeting 
with HASC staff may clarify situation, ' 



ODDR&E - 



Im ? a( r. t: ( u ) Delaying this program for -more than a year will break up 
the leading team in Lawrence Livermore Laboratory and delay the 
answers needed to establish the feasibility of the use- of this machine 
as a viable weapons system. 

*A DARPA' Advisory Committee .". . 



OAD(E8<PS) 
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CAKHQK LAUNCHED CUIDED PROJECTILE COPPERHEAD (CLCP) 



'-• J?FS^Ag~- The Amy li.is been in Engineering Developm'ent since 1275 
on a Cannon Launched Guided Projectile with terminal hominy capa- 
bility, and has the program on contract to Martin-Marietta. The°Kavy 
has also been doing* similar ir.-house work a 5" projectile for ship- 
board use and more recently has done work on an 8" guided projectile. 
DoD has continually stressed commonality of the Navy 5" and the Array 
155mm rounds, | 



m .. • On the other hand, the House Armed Services 

Committee has continued to reduce Army funding for COPPERHEAD thus 
delaying the program, while directing that more conmonality studies be con- 
ducted. ■ / - 

2. Back ^romid: Martin Marietta Aerospace and Texas Instruments Incorporated 
were selected in February 1572 for participation in Advanced Development. 
During this phase the major subsystems of the COPPERHEAD (CLGP) were gun- " 
fired to determine survivability. The two contractors, with different 
design concepts, were authorized to enter, into the Validation Phase of 
Advanced Development in September 1973. P " "'" - "" 



! -DSARC II was" held "on "19 Juiie "1975/ resulting in "authorizs- . - 

tion to enter Full Scale Engineering Development. Martin-Marietta was 
awarded an Engineering Development Contract on 25 July 1975. The contract 
codification for the restructured contract , necessitated by Congressional ".. 
reduction in FY 76/7T was signed 25 Jun 76 and increased the program by 
$5S. A task force chaired by DDS&E with Army, Navy, and Marine Corps 
members, conducted a guided projectile commonality study during May" thru 
Sep 76. This study was completed and forwarded to Congressional Armed 
Service Committees on 27 Sep 76. The task force recccssnded that both 
5" and 155nsn guided projectile development should be continued. In 
view of the above, the Army was authorized to initiate Producibility . . '; 

Engineering Planning (PEP) on 15 October 1976. The liASC subsequently ' 
held up PEP and approval to initiate it was given to the Army on 3 December 
1976 with liability limited to $350,000 and efforts to stop at end of • 
February 1977. . ': . ■'• : • 

3. DoD Position : "*" '~ '" " ' «•„ 
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IMPACT OF. PROCUREMENT Ol-'vNGES 
ON THE F1S 



I. Problem : The FIS program 



2. Bad: "round: 



3. DoD Position: 



4. Current Status: The PSD's reflect these chanros. 



\ 
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AIR TO AIR MISSILE INVENTORY 
Problem: USN and USAF fighter aircraft are J 



Background : A number of factors have caused a shortage of air-to-air 
guided missiles. The War in Vietnam caused expenditures to be high 
both for combat and training, the increasing cost of new missiles 
results in reduced quantity buys, and the low missile kill probability 
translates into a requirement for more missiles to meet subs tan- -. 
tially the same threat. In addition, development programs for 
new missiles (AB1-7F and AIM-9L) both ran into problems which 
resulted in delays and further exacerbated the inventory problem. 
DoD Position : j 



(_ . For the immediate future, we must strive to develop a 

». . • ■ • 

nerf generation of missiles which (a) are more affordable by virtue 

of lower cost of acquisition and ownership, (b] have a higher kill 

probability so that we need to procure them in fewer numbers, and . "; 

(c) can be developed on schedule j' 

Current Status : J 

. i These missiles will be joint 
(USN/USAF) developments. ' •' 



■ CC^'E\TIONAL AIRFIELD ATTACK MISSILE 



ProKton: Do we need a Conventional Airfield At tad: Missile (CAAM)? 

fockground: The combination of the Warsaw Pact Air Force nusnbers 
disparity coupled with their opportunity to initiate an attach 
against NATO air bases continues to be" a difficult problem. Our 
effort to counter the Rod advantage has in the past included 
sheltering of our aircraft, deployment of ground and air defenses 
and providing a conventional strike second capability utiliEing 
attack aircraft. The interdiction of Pact Main operating air * 
bases (NOBs) js difficult because of the combination of defenses 
and weather. / """" " ""■ 



J The'prirne candidate for the CAAM is 




DoD Position: i 



/ 



Cur rent Stat us: Tne PBDs reflect the DoD position with ' 
initial funding established in FYVS. ;. 




... GEKEP.AI SUPPORT ROCKET -SYSTEM (GSP.S) 

1- Problom: I 



\ 



.,. .cment \<->.A/ v'hich v/=s ■ 
epproved by DA in September 19/5.. A. Special Study Group (SSG) was 
subsequently formed to conduct an in-depth investigation of GSRS concepts 
and arrive at a recommended approach tc fulfill the system need . The 
threat was the impetus behind the requirement, and was a rnaior factor In. 
determining the required physical and performance characteristics of the 
GSRS. Using a representative target list, a Ramrest for Proposal v 5S 
released to industry in December 1375 to assist in determining the b*st 
technical approach (BTA). Five contractors were chosen to assist in . .. 
-.development of system concepts and to propose, in-depth technical and ., 
cost tradeoffs and program cost and schedule data, in addition, a suryev 
of foreign rocket system technology was conducted for . app : i cat ion. The.'. 
SSG then proceeded with a Cost ar,d Operational Effectiveness Analysis 
comparing the BTA to foreign^ existing U.S. and parametric systems. "~ 



A 



/ 



; Tna Ato '/ preparing for a D5AF.C f op p f _ ,«* 

?;V lT 5 h ; p ?L ra » n proved, contractual ef IVt 'v • - ? 9 ' ? * 
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IEFBAF..ED 3KA.G INC SEEiCEfc 
<Fcr Air to Ground) 



i 



1. |ro2?i£-ai r«a Air Force fcac receive-; E^'j a-jiwc I to .--i ter Sn»iu— - 
Development with the MAVERICK rxssiie with an I-,ir,r,d ifc^ 
xhe Kavy cow agree, to utiliw I^VELICS 11= , while the A«.> is not pre- ? 
" tt '--fully supporting development of &r». JbscIrr resker for EKLLFI3E. 



2. B ackground: Efforts have been on-going at the Army Missile Conmand 
since 1972 to develop an icaging seeker suitable for helibome use on a 
small dicacter fissile. Contractors involved in thia Exploratory Develop- 
ment have been Hughes and Texas Instruments. During the saiaa tZaframe ' 
the Axr Force has more ensgctically fund ad an Advanced Development pro- • " 
gran with Hughes for a KAVEIcICK seeker. They are. now read. fo- We*r<n~ 

B^r^ ^ CCWC& ^ A?ril 1377 ' ^> vhll, earlier Sporting 

BULuDCv, and a non-:uaagzng seeker, is now supporting MAVERICK Paging. 



*■ Status: Air Force starts ED in April 1977 or. IIS for AF/ 
Kavy use. The Amy is working a very lew le^el 6.2 effort in FY 77, while 
planning a nominal 6-3 start in FY 78 for ?. HELL? IRE kra-ing seeker. . Joint 1 
operational tes ts are being conducted [ ~ 
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Technology Base Funding Increase 

Control of Size. of In-House Technology Base Program 
DOD Use of Animals in Research 
Chemical Warfare-Biological Defense 
Chemical Warfare Policy 

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement (also on Enclosure 2) 
Weather Modernization 

Computer Software " 
Bombers 

Briefing Paper (also on Enclosure 2) 
Ballistic Missile Defense 
High/Low MIX 
XM1 Tank Program 

FRG/UK/US Tank Gun Firing Trials 

NATO Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft (also on Enclosure 2) 
Test and Evaluation Efficiency 
Major Range and Test Facility Base 

TRIDENT I Flight Test Program at the Eastern Test Range (unintelligible 
w/deletions) 

Independent Research and Development 

Export of Technology , 

Standardization and Interoperability within NATO 

Human Resources & Manpower R&D 




TECHNOLOGY BASE FUNDING INCREASE 



.Su bject of Interest : The term. Technology Bast- ;. efers to the Defence 
Research {6. 1) and Exploratory Development {6.?.} categories of the 
RDT&E budget, and part cf the Advanced Development '6. .3) category. 

••••••• • , : 

2. Background: The Technology Base constitutes approximately 20% • 
of the DoD RDTaE budget. It is the foundation for' the RDT&E program 
and provides the technology options for new techniques, new systems 
and better manpower use leading toward improved military capability. 
The Technology Base contributes to the economic health of the nation 
through commercialization of R&D by-products. Trie Technology Ez.se ii: 
performed in the In-house laboratories as v/eil cs through contractual 
efforts with universities, and industry! 7 "~ ~ 



The Technology Base effort decreased about. 4.0 }, in terms of constant 
dollars beginning in FY 64. This trend Ws reversed through increased ' 
financial support to the Technology Base beginning in FY 76. This 
increase has been supported by DoD and the Armd Services Committees 
and the Appropriations Committees, .. .. 

3 - I^SR^sition: The Technology Base is our four..':;.-- iou 'for the mXurc 
security of the nation. It has given us 'some notable firsts in military 
capabilities, including initiatives in laser systems,- .Improved iet engines, 
improved aerodynamics, advanced staouL-.LttS for u::,d,-;rgr;\deatc pilot 
training, improved materials, night vision devic.ee.. coimrtuni cations ' 
technology and reduced mortality for the combat 



C urre nt Status t The PPGM specifies an increase In Research ffi'. 1) . 
of a minimum of 10% per year in constant dcOlars through. FY 80 and, 
further, that Exploratory Development (6. 2) shall not he decreased ■ 
below the FY 78 budget request in constant dollars in FY 79-33. It 
goes on to specify that the percentage of 6. 1 achieved in FY 80 to the total 
RDT&E budget and the percentage of 6. 2 achieved in FY 7£ to the total 
RDT&E budget wilijpe maintained as the minimum, guidance level in 
subsequent years. ~ 

." *." ' ~' This 

increase will continue the trend toward re invigorating our Technology 
Base program and will -serve as tangible evidence of a renewed commit- 
ment to technological superiority on the part of the DoD and Congress. 

* ' \' '-':'•;/•• v- ^ '-. • . ' ■"" •• CBDfR&AT) 

, ' -. 'i -.^y-A. ■■ ' Lu\ ■.. ^■■:::'- : " [ - '.- • ■ 1 Dec 76 " 



• p Budget Related Issue 

CONTROL OF SIZE OF IN-HOUSE TECHNOLOGY BASE PROGRAM 



Issue: We are restructure the Technology Base program by decreasing 
the amount of work done in-house and increasing the amount done in 
industry and universities. 

ili£tor£. : The DoD Technology Base has three major participants (the 
in-house laboratories, industry and universities), each performing a 
unique part of the overall program. Over the past ten years there. has 
been a decrease of approximately 40% in the level of effort' in the DoD 
Technology Base program. This decrease has been taken primarily in 
the university and industry programs while the in-house effort has 
remained essentially level. The in-hours portion had increased from 
approximately 23% of the total Technology Base program in FY 68 to 
approximately, 43% in FY 74. We are restoring the level of effort as 
well as the balance between participants by increasing the funding in the 
program, directing that the increase gr, primarily to the university and 
industry programs and by a manpower drawdown of approximately 10% 
m the m-house RDT&E program. Our r oal is to reduce the in-house 
portion of the DoD Technology Base program to approximately 30%. 

■ ^ 05iti °q: In FY76 the Air Force program was approximately 43% in-hous 
the Navy 41%, the Army 60%, and. with DARPA and DNA essentially all 
contract, the overall DoD level is 38%. We are continuing to control the 
in-house program by establishing a maximum level of effort for the Army 
Navy, and Air Force, in FY 77, •' 



■ 



ODD(R&AT) 
30 Nov 76 



^ - . - DOD USE OF ANIMALS IN .RESEARCH ' ' '.' 

-^ject of Is sua: . Periodically, ad.-ers-.; public and Congressional 

'■' , interest to DoD using aciroals in resc :uch, especially beagles, occur:,,.. 

E}s$£*X.: Annually in the Spring, several animal protective associations 
'•" ' • and Congressional members reopen a letter campaign which question:; 
; • the need for, the proper care of, and <:.■:■ use of arimals in research. A 
- favorite tactic has been to associate fids complaint with a DoD progi",m 
that is also judged unpopular or inhumane by other groans, such as 
•_ . " chemical warfare agent development, and to uso this as a basis for . : 

getting restrictions on animal use placed into DoD budget and authorisa- ;: 
• , . ti on legislation. The constraints, however, are written -in a manner ; 
"; • making them applicable to more than DoD and more than the unpopular 

program to which they are attached (i- e« . all 2W. irally suppo -ted research!, 

■ ■ jr fi-P °° p ' ti on; Testing using anmucJs jr. osseir.v/i for the conduct c£ Do3"j 
' research in the medical and life sciences area, Substitutes for animals 
are used to the maximum possible. 

-- ■ ■ — — ... .We comply with all laws and guidelines regarding 

the proper use of animals. This -has been yub3:.:s'-?d in DoD Instruction 
. 3216. 1, Policy on Animal.- in DoD XDXZ-.Z, Clrnfctsl Investigations and 
Instructional Programs. V/fthout use of ?:.nmaD : n testing, the R&D 
programs to establish standards for human. exp.--.vary to" toy; c substance, 
■ combat trauma and blood substitute care, procur. >s :•>.*. and materials and 
new drugs and vaccines could not be ouaHited fcr licaan use. ■ - 

1i£@a:^ '* 



y-* .'v- :< : ■■ . . / ■ • . 

ir * .;: : v .. ;■: .; -. ,;, .;; -h:;A ; = ;. ' ,;: . ; - -; : ;.V . 

■i^ ■ -■ - . - • • • . • .. • ■ . h • . ■ 



Ti.-. 
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; CHEMICAL WARFARE-BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE 

: Sub ject o f Issue: Chemical v;-arfare and chemical/UoIogical fCW/BD) 

defense programs. •• 

2. , Bac kground '' ' ;. ' -\\- : 'r : . :/'-y.--J :' '' 

o Program Objectives: In support of current national policy, these: . 
■ ; programs are designed to maintain a deterrent to possible use of 
• CW/BW against U.S. or Allied forces and to provide a retaliatory- 
capability if deterrence fails. The emphasis of the program is to 
••• provide the necessary defensive equipment and procedures to warn 
of, withstand, and recover from an attack. The effort includes an 
v .. . assessment of the threat and the vulnerability of U.S. forces. 

•••• o The USSR has the world's greatest capability iojpper&te in a 
. ; CW environment* .. . - . ; • - ; 

0 The US retaliatory stockpile requires modernization to be credible; 
. major improvements in the defensive posture are required. 

o Strong Congressional opposition ozists to the development of ' * - 
Di^ry munitions (a new, safe packaging configuration where nor,- 
... ; . lethal components form tire same toxic chemicals as the present 
stockpile when fired) as a means of modernization; good Congres- 
>-'.. sional support exists for an improved defensive capability. 

•• ! ° RD<r ^ E ic generally adequate; however, procurement of defensive 
•^'.•-'equipment and troop training needs improvement and emphasis. 

3. ' DoD Positio n '; • } ' ""• '"' ' "' ' ' ? ■ 

° Supports effort to improve US forces capability to operate in a 
•.• •.chemical/biological environment; encourages Allies to follow similar 
• / • course. . ...... . \. 

°. Su PF orts limited effort to modernize retaliatory capability. 

4. Current Status ' '",*''.'••"- ^-"I ■■ ^ \' : I '* ••' 

V. .• o OSD guidance in PPGM*and DPPG*emphasizes defensive programs, 
' " both in RDT&.E and procurement, while maintaining through selected" 
segments of general purpose forces the capability of limited retaliation. 

ODDR&E (EkLS) 
■ 29 November 1976 



♦Planning Programming Guidance Memorandum 
♦♦Defense Policy and Planning Guidance 



J 



o The Department of the Army has completed one study, "Chemical 
. Warfare Policy, 1980-1990," prepared by the Strategic Studies 

Institute. A similar study is in progress by Stanford Research 

Institute, using the same threat analysis and terms of reference, 
, funded jointly by the Army and the ASD(JSA). The JCS is developing, 

under contract with IDA, a system for estimating chemical munition' 
/ - requirements utilizing a two-sided wargame scenario based on an 
. . analysis of targets. The Army has a- similar effort in progress at 
; the Concepts Analysis Agency. The Director (P&E) La. completed " 
;.; a contract study with SPC Corp. analyzing chemical warfare program 

issues. NSSM 192 which discusses current national policy alternative. 

is still outstanding. 



f Procurement of defensive equipment and training Is being emphasised 
,xn both Departments of Army and Air Force; Department ofifevy con- ' 
. tract study in progress to define scope and specific needs. 



Budget Related Issue 



i \: CHEMICAL WARFARE POLICY 

1. ^iectoqs SJJ e; Long-standing Chemical Warfare (CW) policy is- 
no-first use of CW, maintain a chemical w £ -:,f arc capability to deter ' 

2. Background: The above policy has been stated many tim<- most ' - 
recently in 1969 when the US relinquished any biological warfare Tapabilitv 
fa January 1975, the US ratified both the Geneva Protocol and Se B^og cal 
Weapons Convention (BWC). The Geneva Protocol bans first use of CW 
only since all major powers retain the right to retaliate in-kind. The BWC 
bu^all part.es to continue negotiations on an agreement banning chemical 

t^l^^Z^^ or fhi Army; ASD(ISA), Director 

: ft : . ' aild toe IV£V >' are ln various stages of com^let>o- ^ The 

Congress has revested the GAO to review the total CW policy and' po^Le. 



3. Do D , Pos it ion: Supports extensive efforts to improved rTrotect-'vP 
posture through R&D and procurement and encourages Allies to follow 
similar course; supports limited efforts to maintain a retaliatory 
capability. . ' A - v ■- 

4. Current Stain's: 



OAD(E&LS) 

29 November 1976 



'• 1- : TCATHER MODIFICATION ." "/.V 
1. Is sues: . . " -.V: . 

a. Adygrta nt Modifi cation. Senator Pell opposes DoD involvement i: 
weather modification, and has been instrumental' in involving the U.S. in 
treaty to prohibit military weather modification.. 

| — ..b» jggj feertant M odi fication. ' 



.2. Background : 

"-" • : There is 

public concern, and in some cases fear, that man's weather modification 
activities may cause unacceptable damage and human euiZcriug. 

DoD has been criticized for its precipitation enhancement operations 'ovoi 
Vietnam. Senator Pell has pressed to restrain DoD from ail research or 
operations in weather modification. . \ 

The U.S. is negotiating a convention, "The Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques. " 



The Congress has asked the "Executive Agencies to conduct research into 
stratospheric pollution. NASA and JNJOAA arc tasked to conduct a receari 
and monitoring program, DoD operates, majority of facilities that c&L ■ - 
sample in stratosphere, but such routine er.cipHsig beyond DoD xnissiou, 

3. DoD Position: • 

Y a# DoD presently is not engaged in any classified research or opera- 
tions in weather modification. All DoD activities are reported to and 
published by the "National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 



. T." "? - .. " " COMPUTER SOFTWARE 

"' t.-- Subject o f Issue : DoD spends approximately $3 billion annually 
in software development and test in new weapon systems, three 
times the computer hardware costs. Basic technology is mostly 
missing to improve the efficiency and standardization of software 
utilization. Congress has repeatedly cut the software technology 
buci/jots, and the Services have been reluctant to properly fund 
th;. programs. . . 

2. Background; This problem is now receiving a concerted OSD- 
wide effort, including ODDR&E. OASD(C), OASD(IkL); and DAB PA. 
Appropriate committees have been formed, a management plan 
drafted, and a DoD Directive 5000. 29 was issued on the Management 
cf Computer Resources in Major Defense Systems establishing '. 
policy. Review:, and meetings have been held with key people in 

the; Services and Congress to provide an understanding of our 
programs and to receive their support. A major effort' in establishing 
■ a Standard higher order language (HOD) has been initiated. 

3. DoD Position: 



C urren t Status; Work in this area is slowly gaining momentum. 
Th*i KOL standardization j.s proceeding fairly well on schedule, but 
must be closely watched. Coordination among elements c£ OSD is 
quite effective. However, much work remains to initiate the appro- 
priate technology work in each of the Services. . • 



OAB{E&PS) 
1 Dec 76 



i V.-. 



; . BOMBERS ' '\' : .//''X 

In the Missile Age, why do. wo 1 need bombers? '. ■'■ ' "'" 



Bombers remain the one leg of the TRIAD where U. S.. .still re- 
■■.ins significant numerical advantage over its Soviet counterpart: 




U. S. resolve by adjustment of alert rate without actually entering 
into conbat. Its long time to reach intercontinental targets pre-" 
eludes it. as a first- strike force. The bomber force is thus a 
stabilizing fore-:-- 

?.c' ^ground " :' V •*""•' ' ''. ~ ■ - • 

^ Continued improvement of Soviet air defenses make the strategic 
boEber 1 *; job increasingly difficult. m Since the 1950s,- the B-S2 
li.es been the backbone of the bomber force. Improved avionics and 
addition of air launched missiles (SRAM) has permitted growth capa- 
bility but- the aircraft's basic technology is that of the 1950-,. 
Large radar cross section, softness to blast effects and its bomb- 
ing and. navigation system limit the continued potential of the-J5-PZ 

The B-l is scheduled to enter the inventory in the early 1980s „ 
7ns B-l will allow the continuance of the most- flexible leg of our. 
TRIAD, the bomber, to maintain superiority over the Soviets with. • - 
its improved penetration capability, low radar cross section, / 
Scporio; avionics, and larger and more flexible weapon mix. 

oV Tn-A:- Position . ■ ■ ..y: ■ 



. ' Current Status 



v. 



Some E-52 avionics improvements arc continuing where practical 
and necessary to maintain its effectiveness. The development of 
' '— B-l is nearing coin ' 
the B-l is ready 

F unding (Millions) 

21 1 

129 487 | 



.^vji-eii.; jiid.iui.vuu j. i.o encc 1. 1 veisess . jne oeveiopmenc or 
■1 is nearing completion. The great wealth of test data she; 
that' the B-l is ready for production. 

5 
\ 

. FY 76 7T 77 78 ' 79 80 "-81 S2 



300 



Qriginator : DDR § E 



BALLISTIC" MISSILE DEFENSE 



\ . Subject 



".The Ballistic Missile Defense (BHD) program is comprised of two 
'.' complementary efforts — The Advanced Technology program and the Systems 
'.Technology program. . 

.2. "Backq round '. ' ' .v--' : •- - '.- 

:. ^ ., . -. t 

Our BMD efforts are directed at maintaining a technology lead ov?.c 
the Soviets and supporting U.S. strategic offensive forces and Intelligence 
Agencies by maintaining an in-depth understanding of BHD technology. 

"These are sustained, broad-based efforts to investigate and develop new . 
technologies and concepts and to provide a systems technology base for 
application to various types of future BHD systems. With the deactivation 
of the SAFEGUARD system we no longer have a deployed BHD system and with 
the reorientation of the Site Defense program we are not ' developing an 

' operational system. . . 



The princrpal focus of the Systems Technology effort through 
■Will be directed toward terminal defense issues. Modest efforts 
being initiated on a non-nuclear intercept capability that could 
Complement a terminal system, and on a very low altitude concept 
applicable to the defense of a mobile ICBM force. These two new 
wi 1 1 form the basis for the future efforts and the level of fund 
.them requires consideration. V . . . - 

The BMD efforts are the Army's only strategic programs. 



are al so 



tasks 
Ina for 



3. DoD P ositi on 



k. Current Status ■ ■ 

: o Funding level is inadequate in FY 78 to properly support new tasks. 

o The BHD programs are the responsibility of the. Army. 

5. Funding (millions) FY 76 77 78. 79 80' 81. 

Advanced Technology 97-0 . 102.7 

-Systems Technology 100.0 .100.1 



HIGH/LOW MD: 



Problem : Is the High/Low Mix a viable concept for modernizing our 
"forces. 

B ackground : The Warsaw PACT presently has a quantitative advantage 
in weapon systems over the US and are increasing the quality of 
new systems as they enter their inventory. At the same time, the 
US is faced with the problem of increasing weapon system costs. 
Hie High/Low Mix is. a force structure planning concept which attempt 
to offset these problems by procuring a small -fleet of high-perform- 
ance systems ("High") to counter the superior threat, and a larger 
fleet of lower -performance systems ("Low") to counter* the average 
threat. The concept has been implemented by either developing large 
numbers of "low" systems where we have a qualitative advantage, 
or to develop small numbers of expensive "high" systems for missions 
in which we have near parity of numbers. The 'latter approach has 
worked fairly well except th3t it forces a relatively fixed composi- 
tion because the "low" svstems are generally out of production. 



In May 1974, the Secretary of Defense told the SASC that he would 
approve expansion of the Air Force tactical structure frqm 21 to 
26 wings, if the Air Force could develop and field large numbers of 
missionized versions of the YF-16 Lightweight Fighters such that 
the total cost of the 26 Wing force would not be .significantly 
greater than the previous 21 wing "high" force. 



DoD Postion: 



Current Status: The High/Low Mix concept is included on mission 
area planning and Extended Planning Annexes which provide force 
structure estimates out to 15 years. Some exajnples of high/low 
mixes in which we are developing low systems are the F-15/h-lO, 
F-14/F-18, A-10, and 1TG-7 Tatrol Frigate. High system mixes 
being developed are the UrTAS/UH-1, XM-l/M-60, AAK/C03RA, and 
MICV/M-113. 



' XM1 TANK PROGRAM 

1. ISSUE; •' XKL Tank/Leopard 2(AV) Tank Comparative Evaluation. 

2. BAOTGROIHIO: • '. ■ ■' . 

a. The US Army and the FRG's Federal Kin is try of Defense entered into " 
an agreement in December 1974 to make all reasonable efforts to achieve ikx- 
itnua standardization on the Xdl and Leopard 2 tanks. As part of this agree- 
neat,, the US Array confirmed its intention to test the Leopard ?., as codified 
to meet US requirements, to the same ground rules and constraints established 
for the S-a and include it in a comparative test and evaluation. 

b. Tne competitive test of the US Chrysler and General Motors XM1 proto- 
types was conducted during the period February- April 1976. The comparative 
test of the FRG's Leopard 2 (American Version) (AV) was conducted durin? the 
period September-December 1976. . 

c. In July 1976 an Addendum to the 1974 ap,ree;.;-.-.:it: was approved wMch 
concerned the procedures to be followed in attempting, to identify and ampJify 
areas of potential standardization in the XI j. and Leopard 2 tank programs. 
L'ejot areas to be considered were the main gun and atrtuaitioa, engine track 
transmission, and fire control. ' ' 

d. Following a four-month delay in the HO. program to permit the con t roc to r* 
to resubmit additional proposals based on the standardization addendum Chry-,2 or 
was awarded the full-scale, engineering development contract on November 12, 1976, 

e. Access to XM1 test results were closely controlled within the Army end 
O^D to protect the highly competitive nature 0 f program. DD(TfiE) evaluation 

o,: test results was performed by the assigned military staff assistant. Di)(T£E> 
assessment of test results, released prior to selection of winning contractor, 
fcas written in a generic sense. 

f. The UP is scheduled -to select: by Kmc*. 31, 1977, r.irher th« f?iry«;l«j- 
.proposal or the FRG\s Leopard 2 (A?) proposal for continued full-scale engir.-r- 

ii-'.g development. 

g. Charges of lack of OSD and Army objectivity during test and subseciuen' 
evaluation of Leopard 2 (AY) have been raised in the press and by DGA Int'l repre- 
sentatives. These charges have been manifested in press articles to the effect 
that OSD has predetermined the US tank to be superior to the Leopard 2(AV); D--\ 
International representatives have discussed their apprehensions concerning obiec 
tive T&E analysis with various "Departments of State and Defense officials. 

3. RECOMMEMuE n POSTTTfUJ- 



[ 



FKG/UK/L'S TANK GUN FIRING TRIALS 



1. ISSUE ; Relative effectiveness of US 105mm K&8 gun with improved ammu- 
nition, FRG 120mm smoothbore gun and developmental ammunition, and UK 120cm 
rifled gun vith current and developmental ammunition. • 

2. BACKGROUND : ■ . • 

a. A FRG/UK/tiS joint evaluation of main ar:mment systems for rain battle 
tanks was conducted between November 1973 ana August 1975. The overall ob*~ 
.lective of this Trilateral Tank Main Armament Evaluation was to seel: a decision 
on a courooa solution for the main armament of th? FRG Leopard 2, the US XKL, 
and the UK/ FRG Future Kaiti Battle Tan:; (F1-3T) * The: candidate systems studied 
in the evaluation were the FRG 120mm smoothbore system, the UK 110mm rifled 
bore system, and the US 105mm rifled bore system. 

b. The Trilateral Group recommended that production of the XML be ini- 
tiated using the improved 105mm system but consideration 'be given in the X1D. 
program to possible incorporation of a 1 20mm arrcaaant system at a later date: 
that the first lot of Leopard 2 be produced with the ICS-ssa system but the 
Leopard 2's turret design optimised for a 120m<j'. iy-zxner)*: ays ten; and that an : 
optimal main armament system, giving consideration to both smooth and rif.'iad 
bore designs b'ut based initially on the- FRG 12b-'..,: smoothbore system, be davcO- 
cped as expeditiously as possible for tns Leopard 2 Lot 2 V FKSI, and possible 
product; improvement of the XML. \ . 

c. In January 1976, the Secretary of Defease approved the Amy's recom- 
mendations to initiate production of the Xlil vith thz improved 105mm gun system 
and plans for a cooperative development program for an optical tank main arms are.' 
system for the long term future. The SecPef aiao requested the Army to asrure 
that the production XM1 design could a c commodate ,k. lV:0iaa gun with essentially no 

t change in the tank design other than the turret, •' 



d. A FEG/US July 1976 addendum to original 2iOU specified 7RG a, v.; VC 

would strive for maxiisutt s tandardiz?! tiua in tartV. p:.ogr.3i;a' to include eventual 
vse by both, countries of 12G:.\'S gtm. A Janu?;:y 15, I')"/?. decision date was 
established for selection' of the '120 tea gun system desigK In July 197li j the 
ypM tank program was delayed four months to pr.ra.lt US cor tractors an opportunity 
to present proposals based on the standardisation agreement. . 

; e. Congress (HASC) objected to delay in XM1 program and passed a resolution 
to effect that XM1 should be fielded with US 10 5mm M68 gun. Further, the resol- 
ution stated the gun was nor. to ha replaced until threat dictates need for lavge: 
gun, and the 120mm gun proven, through tests, superior to the 105ima gun. 

• f . FEG/UK/US conducted additional tank firing trials, November-December.!*!' 
to include UK. 120mm rifled bore designs, to supplement 1975 Trilateral data an- 
attempt to resolve FRG issues and relative merits or' 120mm smooth and rifled )■»■ 

-3. REC0N><ENDED POSITICN t ' " ~" 



Test and Evaluation Efficiency 



Arc DD(TtE) policies under OoD Directive 5000 3 

dSrJl- l ??J n r Und " C pr ° Sr ^ excessive cost,, or both, 

otie to test requirements? ',. 

2 - i^LCo^nd: In carrying out the directives which hnple- 

B P-n rtS n^ C ° rreCt defic{encJe ^ highlight^ by 

JheBluo Ribbon Defense Panel, testing beyond that required ■ 

of tl«ttl J" ? r ? c * ,ces Ss often deluded in the R£ D pno.es 
of system acquisition programs. The testing itself and 
the correction of deficiencies uncovered in testing are 
significant elements in the cost of the RDT&E phases of th« 
program and its duration. . Phases of the . 

Thus, observations and corrective act ions .wh i ch, under earii-r 
procurement methods, would have taken piece after fio d Intra' 
duction. arc specifically identified as port of the devc L 



The present TtE procedures Iced to the acquisition of r VU(inc 
which are more nearly ready f„ r opcrat i onal use and 1 cs 



/{ • jjec oja wsnde d Position 



KMC'R KAj-iGE A)7L TSST PACiTITT BASE 



!• '• Components. The Major Range end Test' Facility Ease (USTJTJ) 

is comprised of 26 DoD range:;, an;! test facilities which are managed 
by t he Mili tary Departments and monitored for OSD by the Dl')(TaE} . 

2. Intend fed Mission, The JT.'DT; is a costly national asset (annual 

TOA about $1.7 billion including $752 million RDTSi;) spanning the entire 
spectrum of physical and simulation environraents critically needed 'for 
effective testing and training. Containing tropical, arctic, coastal 
and high desert land areas, the facilities also include associated - •• 
airspace and water areas required for the v;ide variety of programs 
•supported. The vast amount of instrumentation, facilities and personuel 
involved in this program constitutes a iarj;:* investment that must La 
continuously upgraded and modified to neat ues? test pru;-.ram demands, 
i'ome of the facilities are extensively used by no»-I<3l! organizations, 
c-.c-t KASA, D3T, FTJDA, KOAA, uou-Govern..;C-st. . 

5 * ]^s^foi^/JJ?78^quesr^ IT 197C budgets ware prepared by 

the military departments based on cstim«.i:ed future workload. An extensive 
OSD review, with QMB participation, inr.ures that the budget reflects the 
minimum dollars and personnel needed to svprort user .requirements, 

'4... ifajo r Issues . 



5 - .... Cur rent Pro gram Status. Tne facilities are funded to provide . 
till mandatory operating, maintenance and improvement dollars. Improvement 
programs include efforts necessary to meet new requirements, increase 
efficiency or replace antiquated equipment. Assets are continuously 
reviewed for need and removed from inventory when no longer cost effective. 



TRIDEHT I FLIGHT TEST PROGRAM AT VIZ EA3TJSPJH TEST UASGS 



'ISSUE: Tests associated rith (.he exf-'ct on the Tn:p";rr j ( C _/,) . 
nissile upon activation of the missile Flight Tcnaloation Sysr«n 
t .(FTS) will be completed in Kirch I? 77.' 

2. BACI^OTJND: In preparation for TUrrKr X (C-'>> nissile fJif>h<- tc-t 
initiation on the Eastern TenL I'.:.;..gc, the hnvy conducted a static iiriip 
test of the first booster stage and activate:! the FTS of the TRIDTO t ' 
(C-4) missile in June 1976. When the TJS vas activated, detonation ~ ■ 
resulted . 



_ The DDR&E decision did fit* cpaci^ lc.U"::: 5 c.o he taken if t>'> 
cieioottstration tests resulted iu. detonation. 



uraEFtiMMttr: .research and development 



Issue? To develop a means of satisfying the objectives of IR&D and B&P 
which can ba supported by the Executive Branch, 'the Congress and the 
Industry. 

p.a ckground ; Industrial fin.:? yarticularly those in the higher technology 
product areas jaust en^^e in .: '.ichnic&l effort whose objective:- include 

• developing ac.d inGir.is.Uiitig a competition -posture in chosen product areas 
. by advancing the technology on:' exploring innovative concepts in these 

: chosen product areas. Part of ch-s effort ;:a> be funded by direct customer 
technology contracts parried- ~*.'y in tb.:: defense environment. The balance 
i3Ui.U be considered a liecassa-/ cost of doing business and these costu 
Ernst either be expensed in the. current accounting period or capitalised 
for recovery in' later accounting periods. DoD has permitted defense 
contractors to expense such costs ae overhead charges on defense contracts 
since 1959, The rationale and the groundrules for such allowance have 
been the subject of con.t5.nuli.ig revicv and analysis both within DoD on J 
n-ithin the Executive branch. Certain el '.d t*s of- Coogross havs repeatedly 
critisad both the rat^'ori.-ie rbs ethrii.istratrron of the I?, A ei'fc-i.t- 
and in recent years has irapof . d constraint-..-, regarding relevancy of the-, 
effort via arcendaent; to the a :..r- priatior. acts (see Section 203 of the "■ 
"Defense Appropriation ice- for ft" 71, Public Law 91--4- ; ;l). A further 
constraint en total dollars to L.; allon-ed for recovery In DoD contracts 
has been threatened (Prxonair .• ; . '. 

frfd'J Position : !)oI) i.-r : : ot.air. > t' - t iT.5:P /P -V;' noriaal coat's of any 

business ana therefore are a 51c.- 'able ch;n ges to a contractor's overhead 

• subject to certain" rcstrictJ ens concerdia^ relevancy and amount of 
dollars allcved. The ASI'P. detail:- the contractual groundrules for 
IR&D/B&P allowance while IV fa:: ".ruction 5100.66 establishes the policy 
and procedures for technical eY.'.iuar.ion of. relevancy and technical 
quality. . 

• Current Status : . The subject . o I j'PO/b^V lias not arisen in. the Ccn grass 
since the submission by DoJ) a;; ts:e results of a" study regarding funding 
of IJtftD/BSeP by lina ites; of the budget. This report forwarded <:o th-i 
Kcjiityre and Prcxaire Euhcc;.:._:V:fecs in April K76 resulted frt Joint 
Subcommittee hearings in Sepr.--; V-.v: 1975 called to discuss th-, results of 
a comprehensive, GAO study or. 1\LT> aver, the preceding two year:.;. The 

■ concept of Line Iter? Budgeting and Contract Allocation of IiiLtt/iiid? funds 
to major contractors was one of the recor^cei-idations in the GAO report. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy is developing an Executive Branch 
policy on IUSD for release as an 0MB Circular. : 




DDR&E 

2 Dec 1976 



UNCLASSIFIED 



EXPORT OF TECHNOLOGY 



I, issue: High technology transfer to the Bloc countries, either direct- 
or via our Allies, is of deep concern to DoD. Past technology transfers 
and the expiration of the Export Administration Act during the last 
Congress resulted from strong differences of opinion on the value of 
X^resent export controls. This was coupled with the criticism of DoD 
for inadequate allocation of resources to this problem. Arms Exyori: 
Control Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-329) will require clear definition 
of defense articles" and "defense services" that will be subject to the 
provision of the Act. Also to be considered is the erosion of our 
competitive economic base resulting from unrestricted exports of 
high technology. . 

? " Hi-tory; The transfer of high U. S. technology to the Soviet and Chinese 
EJoc is creating increased concern in the DoD and among certain segment: 
of the Congress. During this past two years, various committees have 
been set up by the Congress, the President, Commerce, Defense, St?t.e 
and the GAO to highlight the various views. 

1 ■ 



I 



The Defense Science Board completed a study in Feb 1976 recommending 
a streamlining of the export control list to emphasize control of tech- 
nology rather than control of products as is now the case, DepSec 
Clements assigned DDR &E the responsibility to implement the recom- 
mendations and the AD (International Programs) has this effort underway. 
This is now a bread interagency effort. Primary focus is on the 
identification of critical strategic technologies and mechanisms of 
technology transfer. Some of the required improvements of the 
administration of export controls within DoD have also been identified 
pertaining to the allocation of additional resources to the export 
control problem. 



3. I mpac t: The Congress failed to extend the Export Administration Act- 
due to lack of time arid many unresolved issues. 



The accomplishment 'of these aims in timely manner za- 
.requested by Congress- -and industry will demand high level DoD 
management attention and allocation of requisite resources. 




• STANDARDIZATION AND INTEROPERABILITY 

■ ,> ;,. • WITHIN NATO ■ • . ' 

Problem: NATO's combat capability, j.riilitary efficiency and 
deterrence could be significantly improved through greater stand- 
ardisation and interoperability of weapon systems in the Alliance. 
Greater standardization should also result in appreciable long term 
efficiencies in development production, logistics, training, and 
>r>aintcnaiice. 

Background : The obstacles to achieving standardization of equipment 
in NATO are many. Most national procurement decisions are suf- 
ficiently large that considerations go beyond purely military aspects 
and cover such other vital national-level considerations a? industrial 

• production base, employment, technology base and balance cf trade. 

However, we are finding ways to deal with, these problems. 

» * "• ■•"« 

Generally, the most satisfactory approach to contending with domecti 
problems associated- with standardization is through licensed pro- 
duction of standard equipment in both North America and Europe-- 
examples are the ROLAND II Short Range Air Defense System and 
the F-16 programs, . 

Many of the benefits of standardisation can be realized through 
ensuring interoperability of equipment— for example, being able 
to service aircraft on each other's airfields, being able to corn- 

• municate with each other, and being able to use common fuels 
and ammunition, 

DoD Position; The DoD strongly supports NATO standardisation 
and interoperability efforts. Wc. ha.vc strengthened the DoD Weapon, 
System Acquisition process to ensure that adequate consideration is 
given to foreign solutions, that U.S. systems arc designed to be 
interoperable with those of our NATO Allies to the greatest degree 
possible and practical. "We- seek methods by which our NATO /lilies 
will be encouraged to agree to U.S. solutions (e.g., through co- 
production opportunities) when appropriate. ■ " 

Curr e nt Status: ; 



HUMAN RESOURCES & MANPOWER RkD 



1 - Issue: The House Appropriations Committee reduced the FY 76 
program request in this technical area by $20M. The Senate Appro-. ' ' 
priations Committee restored $10M, 

2 * Background; This technical area includes' work in training; training 
devices and simulators; personnel, manpower, and contemporary issues 
(equal opportunity, race relations); and human factors in weapon systems 
development and operations. In reducing funding, the House Appropria- 
tions Committee questioned both the utility and priority of the RJ.-lX The 
Senate restoration was to enable the highest priority training and simula- 
tion projects to be continued. 

The FY 77 funding request for the five Program Elements reduced by 
Congress in FY 70 was held to the FY 76 budget request level, a sub - 
stantial reduction from the growth planned for this area. The area of 
Unman Resources R&D was separated into three categories' of work; 
(1) the technologies for training, simulation, training equipment and 
human engineering, (?.) a smaller effort in the personnel and manpower 
area, ..and (3) a separate effort in the social science contemporary 
issues area. The purpose was to clearly delineate these three cub-areas 
of work so that they can he independently structured and appraised. 

■This action was successful since no across the board reduction \v-- m- c },- 
by Congress in FY 1977. 

3. DoD Position:; 



C 



.the 



. technology area has been xetitled to Training and Personnel Technology 
to emphasize program reorientation. 



4. Current Status,: Congress has requested and the G.A.O has conducted 
a major survey of the area. The GAO report is expected to be released 
in January 1977 to the House Appropriations <Corm.nittee. 



OAD(E£;LS):.'v' 
29 November 1976 



REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES (RPV'S) 



1. .Issue: Remotely Piloted Vehicles (RPV's)- 

2* Ba ckgro und: DoD has considered that t<PV's offers significant capa- 
bilities for high risk missions in the area of battlefield surveillance. 
DARPA's 5-year initiating thrust in RPV's for military missions will 
conclude in FY 77. The three Services are each funding the types of 
RPV's pertinent to their individual needs, with a'Tri-Servicc eoordinalh: 
group and DDRStE guarding against redundancy and duplication. The 
Army (Aquila Program) is concentrating on a mini-RPV (under 200 lbs) 
lor reconnaissance and artillery correction and- designation with the 
objective to provide to TRADOC'an interim RPV system for development 
the ROC** for the full militarized system. The Navy is also pursuing a 
. mini-RPV (under 300 lbs) to provide an over-the-horizon targeting 
capability for Harpoon equipped ships;. Since many of these ships are 
emu 1.1 and non-aviation rated, the RPV siae is constrained to under 300 
Ibris .for logistics reasons. The Air Force has a long operational 'history 
with mid i (300 to 3000. lbs) RPV's such as the BGM-34C for photo-re- 
connaissance and electronic warfare jamming and deception. A large 
portion of their program is to increase the utility of these systems with 
engineering improvements. The Air Force expendable drone program, 
involving a midi-sized decoy and a mini-sized harassment weapon, was 
cut from $7M to $21vl by Congress to keep these programs from going to 
full scale engineering development, (believed to be premature by Congre 
The only maxi-RPV (over 3000 lbs) is the Air Force Compass Cope long- 
endurance, high-altitude, surveillance platform intended to carry all 
weather systems such as Sidelooking' Airborne Radar (SLAR) to provide 
tactical battlefield surveillance. Congress withheld $3M of the $6M 
FY. 77 appropriation for Compass Cope until the Air Force committed 
to a specific payload. In general. Congress has paid particular attention 
to the RPV programs. 

DoD Position: ! - 



*Training and Doctrine Command OAD(E&PS) 
**Required Operational Capability 1 Dec 76 



4«' " Current Statu'-: Twenty Aquila airframes and two ground control 
stations will be delivered to TRADOC in the Spring o£ '77 for a six 
month evaluation leading to a ROC for the engineering development. A 
Navy KFQ** for its mini-RFV will bo released this month and contractor 
selection v/iH bo made in the Spring c-j 1977. The Air Force study on 
'the, RPV control oystcm will bagLn in Hi:-. FY 77.. 



* Joint Tactical Integrated D::. J a. System 
❖❖Request for Quotation 



Budget Related Issue 
ELECTRON DEVICES 



If sue: . The funding for development of electronic devices has de- 
creased over the past ten years in terms of real dollars and as a 
percentage of investment in electronic systems. Since these devices 
are key' to the performance, reliability, cost, size and weight of 
future systems, PDM guidance v/as established two years ago in- 
creasing the electron device budget. 

History: The current PDM 'directs an increase in electron device 
funding of 10% per year with FY 1975 as the base. In addition, the 
.Services were directed to establish device Advanced Development 
Programs. The Air Force, Navy programs are in accord with the 
guidance. The Army has decreased devicr; funding and the House 
Armed Services Committee (HASC) refused to approve their pro- 
posed Advanced Development Program start in FY 77. A Navy 
Advanced Development Program with a similiar sounding title v/ap 
also cancelled by the KASC but the real device program survived, 

Imp act: 



^Program Decision Memorandum 

-'■ . OAD(EfcPS) 
.30 Nov 76 



K ud g e t R el a ted j ssue ."' 

REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES 
(RPVs) . 



J a su e : f 



' ■ Problems 

liave been encountered in schedule slippages and cost overruns. 
RPV's have drawn considerable Congressional attention. : 

History; The Air Force. has a long operational history with midi- 
sisted (300 to 3000 lb) RPV ^ for photo-r^onnai seance and electronic 
warfare. They have not needed hj develop sraall radars and infrared 
imager « for the 200 to 300 1L class' of mini- RPV's the Army and Navy 
intend, to use. 



Position: 



.. / T h e Air 

Force under PL G3739F is formulating the concept of an RPV mission 
^control system that is intend ed_ to be JTIDS* compatible. ' 



♦Request for Quotation 

**Joint Tactical Integrated Data System 



OAD(E&PS) 
1 Dec 76 



Budget Related Issue 



IRRADIATED FOOD PROGRAM 



Subje ct of Issue: Congress has charged the DoD to conduct the 

national RDT&E program for the use of ionising radiation, as. a means 
of sterilizing meat products. 

History: DoD initiated R&D to study this approach for preserving 
meat products over a decade ago. After an initial period, it was 
decided to terminate the work. The civil sector and other Federal 
agencies also terminated like efforts. However, Congress rejected 
the DoD proposal for cancellation and requested that it continue the 
work even though it had no requirements for the products of the work, 
hi 1974 DoD had brought the technology to a state where four meat 
products (beef, ham, other pork products, chicken) were ready to 
undergo testing to demonstrate acceptability for human use, per FDA 
standards. Beef testing was started. In 19713 the Secretary of the 
Army accelerated the test program by adding the other meats in 
simultaneous efforts rather than the sequential tests earlier planned. 
Congress way advised of the acceleration of the program. 

l^^r.e^taj^y^mpact: 



-r - ■ - . . Funding for all Service food technology 

R&D is an Army responsibility since they serve as the DoD Executive 
Service for this effort. 




DoD Position: • 



OAD(E&I^)'£^- 
29 November 1976 



Budget Related Issue • " 

MAN PO AVER., PERSONNEL AND CONTEMPORARY ISSUES 

1 ' l^J^S- R&AT raised serious concerns with regard to both the level 

of R&D effort allocated to Manpower, Personnel and Contemporary 

IsRv.es and . i*fi(v-) 



2. H istory; Concern over this technical area by the House 
Appropriations Committee staff resulted in a 25% reduction in the 
Human Resources program in FY 76. Continued concern by the _ 
r C ° n S ress with regard to utility of RJ^D in this area is expected. S'a.O) 



Current Position ; The Services have boon requested to brief 
ODD(RfcAT) on their proposed FY 78 Tech Base programs ir> this area, 
The objectives are' an assessment of tne utility 6/ the R&D, whether the 
level of investment and the expected return justify an annual investment 
of over $2CM, whether the planned program is correctly focused, and ■ 
whether the program (or portions thereof) should. more appropriately 
be funded from a non-RDT&E account, 



| I 6"r(0) 



OAD(EfcLS) 
30 Nov 76 



Budget Related Issue 



FACILITY FOR PRODUCTION OF BINARY CHEMICAL WARFARE 

MUNITIONS 



1. Issue: The Department of the Army has proposed a loading, 
assembly, and packaging (LAP) facility for the new binary artillery 
projectiles to be constructed at Pine BJuff Arsenal, Arkansas. 

2 - Backgrounds This facility was included in the FY 1975 procurement 
a;;d Military Construction Authorization (MCA) request in the amount of 
$5. 5M. It was authorized by both houses of Congress but: was deleted 
on a floor amendment during the appropriations process. It was in- 
cluded again in the FY 1976 budget request for $8. SM.. After extensive 
.he-rings it was deleted pending further discussioan at the UI-JGA Confer. 
iht Committee on Disarmament (CCD). Because of tint, decision, no" 
request was made in the FY 1977 budget in accordance with Congressman 
wishes to delay one year to allow further negotiations. No substantial 
progress in disarmament discussions has been evident during the one 
year delay, 

'>. DoD Position: 



.Cgyrp-tt t St atus: The funding for tins facility lias been mac 
subject of an ASD(C) PBD issue and is being raised as a fundi 
at OMB level.: 



OAD'E&LS) 
29 Nov 76 



■ Budget Related -Issue > 
SIMULATORS - FLIGHT AND NON- FLIGHT 



Issue: The entire spectrum of trainingand simulation technology 
has been marked by DD(RfcAT) as an area for concentrated growth. 
Programmed increases for this area of technology have begun. 

2 » History: OSD initiated an effort in FY 75 to increase the use of 
flight simulators to improve training, reduce costs and reduce use of 
fuel. Congress has in general supported the program. High level 
interest item due to high leverage in terms of cost, reduction /performance 
effectiveness. 

3 * Current Position: ; 

r ~ 

i. 

L i The FY 1978 budget request includes 

4. Impact : 



OAD(EfcLS) 
30 Nov 76 



ARMY RDTfcE DRAWDOWN 



., Iss St • The Army ha::, agreed to a manpower drawdown to reduce 

its in-house Technology Base work and to increase its program with 
universities and industry. 

History; The Laboratory Utilisation Study which was completed in 
1975 concluded that the Army in-house program in several areas 
including materials and electronics was too large. An agreement '• 
was made with the Army to reduce its RDT&E in-house strength by 
2900 authorizations using end strength FY74 as the basis 'and com- 
pleting the drawdown by FY78. These reductions by fiscal year are 
as follows: FY 75 -905, FY76 -829, FY 77 -733, and FY 78 -433. 
The Armyjias met its commitments a:: of FY 76, however 

I 

! 

V/e have encouraged the Army to take the.se reductions through hiring 
freezes, attrition, and transfer of the manpower to work and funding 
in other areas. 

Position: ', 



ODD(RSiAT) is insisting that the manpower drawdown he completed a: 
scheduled. 



ODD(RScAT) 
30 Nov 76 



NAVY BLOCK FUNDING 



Jssftc; v ' r a art encouraging the Navy to provide meet of their Technology 
ilnpv funds directly to their laboratories in large "blocks" without dis- 
tribution through the Systems Commands. 

£HLl£££ Tho Navy Technology Base funding to the Chief of Naval 
Maierial Laboratories is distributed to the laboratories in two ways. 
Some of the funds are given directly to the laboratory by the Chief of 
Naval Material for work which has been previously agreed upon. A 
major portion of the laboratories' Technology Base funds, however, 
are provided through the Systems Commands for work which is primarily 
supportive of the particular Systems Command. 



Wc have encouraged the Navy to block fund most of the Technology Base 
funds directly to the laboratories once the laboratories technical program 
has been agreed upon by the laboratory, the Systems Command, and the 
Chief of Naval Material. 

■^itlHil The Navy has proposed to "block program" funding to the 
laboratories. 



ODD(R&AT) 
1 Dec 76 



ELECTRONIC COUNTER COUNTER MEASURES [ECCM) 



Issue: 5 



^£i£IX- The lessons learned in the Yom Kippur Israeli war indicated the 
need /or a major_thrust in ECCM. There are several aspects to a good 
ECCM posture, i 



Positions: DoD Directive C-4600. 3, Electronic Counter Counter Measures 
Policy defines the tasks and responsible agencies with regard to threat 
.definition and evaluation of impact upon system performance. The imple- 
mentation of this policy is still being formulated. To create an ECCM 
awareness in the service laboratories, DDR&E has sponsored symposia 
on ECCM topics and has induced the Air Force to create Program Element 
63750F-CCM Advanced Development. The Army and Navy technology 
base program element managers have been, made aware of the need for 
responsive attention to this subject.. 



OAD(EfcPS) 
1 Dec 76 



. AIRCRAFT PROPULSION 



mscussion: At the present time there ™ . • 

The Joint USAF/f^vy Technolooy De«Ponstr^c«r 
program meshes the New effort- ?'„ V ^ • i^gane (j'nm) 
technology work vith Se £± "\ ^ axrcraft ^'jine 
Air Force! to the benefit o^botn? Pr °^ S o£ **? . 



Posi tions; DDjR & AT) . : 

-! 



Army cn 6 H p w . 



OAD/ET 
30 Nov 76 



-it 



LIQUID PROPELLANT GUNS (LPG's) 



directed that the Defenfe PoraJL 2° ° y °f a for LPG ' S c ™ 



V;c.r)c in the technology of lpo 1 - t,-,«, i-„ 

cxnco.the mid-1950 • s " ,,clfc been :P«PPort ed r.pora5ica3 3 

r'k-.c^de prior to aboi^-~iQ7n ■. , - Iloi, 'ever, for a 

lev.-. m about 3 970 the 7? 1 of e " ort extras i,- 

support a major if L^ t^d e ; G l?ffS. Vi f b DAR?A ' decided tt7 
loaded propellant chUnl *~ ) 1 LPG s based c * a bulJ:- 
upon the FY 77 bidSe" ^vT^?^ ?* EhSC *» 
for over 20 w-ars w< £h i f fJT iat LPG s had b ~2n simpo*-*-~* 
therefore -.l^. ^S^f^^ outcome Sri 



Position: 



L 



OAD/ET 
30 Nov 76 



composite Wi'znnu.s 



X'Ssue: Should techsiolocy b----~ - ~ rr 

reinforced by raU t * f orbpn. or metal matrices • 
tioas of orolnir 'iepo ■;•) Setr?; " b ° l '? n fibBrS - Demonstra- 
aircraft co^ponentThave S in f "" 

and inaior strurtnr.. -I unaerko/ for several rears 

Air Force " f-^ ? n f r £o «f *W 9 aircraft, ft, 

Sliero is bob vi(5i«nr»-S i,., * 1 ' - ar '=' £ »««««*. 

■ ioteury for Stl^T^ *»••*«-«* hy . 

"ocep-ci for st.te-of-Sira^'&sr^: ^ "** ^""^Hl 
Carbon matrix r«-t--i 

more specialized N-t ve^v-*, -V'^ OSit ?s potentially ?in 
fissile design. ; 1 o^czu.c; rolcr. in aircraft and 




OAD/ET 

30 Nov 1976 



TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS/ TOXIC MATERIALS 



. Subject of Issue : Transportation and disposal of chemical warfare 
agents, missile fuels, some industrial type chemicals, ammunition, and 
similar items has become a public concern 1 



2. B?.'clv«r round:' 



l. | Tlie Environmental 

Impact Statement process must be fully followed sua become a part of the 
decision making process. | 



3. DoD P ositio n: The NJCPA and all applicable laws will be fully followed, 



'4. Current Status : Planning is proceeding in acc.ordaJi.ce with applicable 
laws to continue movements necessary in the interests of national sccvrily 
or to improve operations. 



OAD(E&LS) 

29 November 1976 



.'\' CHEMICAL WARFARE; AGREEMENTS 

Sabjsct oTUnws A pari of US Chemical War/are : policy har. boon our 
.willmgness to negotiate an agreement to develop an effective, 
verifiable ban on CW. 

2 - PS£?££££HS^ Article DC of the Biological Weapons Convention fflWCJ 
(ratified by the U. S. far January 1975) binds all s J gaatori.es to continue 
negotiation.*: or an agreement banning chemical weapons. The U.S. • 
has negotiated in this ax.ea, particularly through the UNGA Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) for -at least ten years. It' 
has been the subject of a number of other Conferences. • 
The USSR submitted a convention to the UN in 1972 almost identical •■ ' 
to the BWC which contains no verification procedures. The major 
obstacle to date in all agreement e is the definition cf the chemical 
agents to be banned and reaching agreement cn practical and effective-- 
inspection and verification procedures and other safeguards. 



3. DoD Position: 



4 



. Current Status: 



OAD(E&LS) 

29 November 1976 



NANSEN DRIFT 



Issue: .Should the United States freeze a decOnimissioned icebreaker 
■ into the Arctic Ocean North of Soviet Siberia such that prevailing ocean 
currents will carry it across the Pole to exit near Greenland in about 
2 years? Project name: NANSEN DRIFT. 

.2. Background: The Navy has been a strong proponent, for the NANSEN 
"' ■■ DRIFT project, pointing out the opportunity to conduct new research in 
.". the Soviet Arctic and to support political objectives of the United States. 
They estimate the project will -cost $15 million over a three year period. 

F 
■ i 



NSF has been somewhat reluctant to undertake the project, probably as 
a ploy to force heavier funding support from DoD and other agencies. 
The project is supported strongly by the National Research Council, the 

. • Department of State, and in principle by DoD. The Norwegians support 

•'■ the project. ■ 

3» DoD Position: None. DoD needs to establish its position on NANSEN 
DRIFT. Part of this decision is the level, of frnsueial support to provide. 
_ to the project. . — . 



OAD(EfcLS) 

26 November 1976 



NAVAL ARCTIC RESEARCH LABORATORY (KARL) 

■ .1. Issvie: What should be the future status of NARL? 

.2. Background: The. NavaJ Arctic Research Laboratory (NARL.), Ft. 
Barrow, Alaska, is the only continuously operated U.S. research 
laboratory on the. Arctic Ocean providing complete, logistics support 
and coordination of mission research for the Navy and other government 
agenr.isa. It is operated by a civilian contractor and is managed by the 
Office of Naval Research (ONR). NARL is a complete self- sustaining- 
base facility on over 5, 000 acres of land consisting of over 170 buildings, 
an airstrip, and modern laboratory facilities. The laboratory maintains 
a fleet of 6 fixed-wing aircraft, plus various over-land vehicles and 
water craft. In addition, hJARL operates some 14 remote camps along, 
the Alaska coast supporting research projects, 

.The operating budget of NARL is approximately $7. 0M pc-r year, paid 
for from RDT&E f raids. Other goverisment agencies doing R&D at' 
NARL provide reimbursements but these reimbursements do not cover 
their operating and logistics costs. The'.Navy estimates that only 3.5% 
of NARL activity is in direct support of DoD sponsored research and 
dev elopment. 

There is a continuing need for NARL as a Navy or National base camp 
on the Arctic Ocean, j 

1 



.3. DD R St E Pos i tion: On IT. October the Navy was asked to review the 
management and financing of NARL, and to adjnal HDTf-.E funding at 
NARL to a level consistent with the RDT&E wor): performed at NAR1 • 
by 1981. 



OAD(EfcLS) 

26 November 1976 



ADY/j.-CED TECHNOLOGY GUN 1 , • 

Problem; An advanced technology aerial cannon is needed to enhance 
the capabilities of our tactical aircraft. 

il 3 _ c 2iSI^H- (:.'«»-r0, which war, developed many years ago. 

and the GAU & {MKu:) srt V.iz prir.cij.3l guns planned for Service use. 
Both the Navy and USAF have expended a considerable amount of work 
trying to overcome the shortcomings of these two guns,' 



DoDJ^l^Ii: PaD vislic- t.:- continue dsveio^ent of advanced multi- 
purpose aerial cniui;.';s. 

^milL?^!?.: H197S nc:;iiv;g for fu'-re gun development con t inner, 
at a very modest pace. " 



TWO-PJuACE A- 10 



1. Proble m: Vt r hy do v.>e need a two-plac* A- 10? 

2. 7i a cl: ground: 



DoD Position: 



Status : 

i. 



@ 



COMPASS COPE 



Problem: Should the COMPASS COPE program be continued. 

Background : COMPASS COPE wan conceived by the Air Fore 
as a long- endurance, high flying, remotely piloted multi- 
mission vehicle. 



DoD Position: 



C urrent St atus: The PBDs reflect the DoD position. 



FUR/LOPAIR 



It Subj cci :_a£ I s £-3 o . : Advanced chemical agent 'warning and dcr.lcc'.iuM 
v.yctcsmn; Long Path Infra- Red (LOPAIR) an Army development and 
For.vz.rd Looking Infra. -Red (F.LIR) a Navy development. 

Z, Back ground : ' 

o .Vj.-c: g ram Obj natives s To provide an advanced chemical ;\*-;c-ni detec- 
tion and Warning eye tern Tar con? bat use. 

O The Army has evaluated long path infrared detection methods for 
some years n active concept pursued from 1954 to 1965 was terminated 
in favor of a passive concept. Critical technical problems in discrimi- 
nation of agent:-; from smoke, dust, and other inteferenccs have ersdated 
in the past. However.' the preseat passive LOPAIR which entered Advanced 
Xicvclopmcnfc i.n January 1974 is believed to have resolved these technical 
problems. ' - ■ .• . •. 

o The Navy, while evaluating the FUR for fire, control purpose.? 
(tiie primary mission}, discovered that technicians could observe 
emissions from incoming acrifl targets. By the use of optical filter.-, 
some discrimination of cmissiuns can be made. 

o Initially the KAoC*re quested a side -by- sides test; this 'was fully 
planned, but not performed. Subsequently, the HASC requested that 
LOPAIR be terminated in favor of FUR but did authorize reprogranarning 
for a side -by -side test. The Army did not follow complete guidance on 
the funding for the side-by-side test. The HASC then initiated a GAG 
investigation of all expenditure.*}.. '-. 

3« .paH Position ? ' ' ■ • ' :■. • '■■ . • 

•'op 




4 « Curr ent S tatus: The DoD initial request to the HASC to continue both 
developments was refused. 

[.:;/'- ; . 

*House Armed Service Committee . " . ■ OAD{E&LS) 

29 November 1976 



REACTIONS/ISSUES 



Outside ARPA Roacc jons.' The ARPA program has been well received by OSD, 
OMfi, and the Congress. Prescnta tion of "thrusts" has been easily understood 
and the potential r-i°ni£ i'conce of the breakthroughs' readily appreciated. 
Whereas prior to FY 197G, the total ARPA budget remained essentially static 
at around' $2Q0M, this year's budget will be ] _J A great deal 

of enthusiasm has been generated for the program in the Services, Joint 
Chiefs of Suaff, the DDR6.E, and the Secretary of Defense. 



Kar.3f,C!r. t Issue;:,. ARPA s n".icr i; p'-rition in DoD and its determination 
toTc^in~5!;^Ti'~h<-id-hittirc reser-rch organisation presents a set of 
management issues which oust be dealt with, successfully to maintain the 
organisation's vigor. Soi^c of these follow; 

° Staffing and Personne l Polic ies — There must be continuing manage- 
ment sensitivity to the need for professional staff turnover. Thir 
is essential to the difficult process of creating new programs, 
keeping Program Managers who sic current in vapidly changing tech- 
nologies, and maintaining aggressive and vital programs . 



I • """ . , 

o Pro grata Tra nsf er — E::v.raordin.-.ry and aggressive of forte are required 

"to" develop positive . mechanises to transition results of ARPA research 

to the Military Service.:;. There 'are no a u tone tic or built-in 

processes or policies which assure that this happens:-- the initiative 

is with ARPA. It is essential that close and continuing contact be 

maintained with Service Chiefs of Staff* Assistant Secretaries for R&D, 

and Commanding Officers of ILterial Acquisition Commands (AFSC, KAVMAT , 

DARCOM) by deliberately scheduled av.d regular briefings and meetings. 



° The AFlPA I mage — Care and selectivity must be exercised to avoid' 
involvement in research programs promoted by Service IlfiD organizations 
solely to secure AP.PA funding support . AP.PA should recognize, and 
remain insensitive to Service R&D ?rad ODDR&.E Staff members who per- 
ceive of ARPA as an "i.nterf eror" with institutional biases- & objectives. 
Tney would prefer to see ARPA outside of the mainstream issues. The 
vitality of the organization is largely derived from its mission of 
being the adversary, the risk-taker, the innovator, the outspoken 
critic. 



/ <» Vi:-iMUvy of D emon st mt ion Programs — for the first time, ARl'/s 

/ i»aa established in FY 1976 a program element making visible rcaio*- 

/ technology demonstration efforts and the relatively lar->c 

/ resources they may require. Preliminary Congressional and OSI> 

SleZS reaction has been positive, but critics may still raise the 
question, Why ARPA?". These technology demonstration programs will 
witer-slly aid the transfer of technologies to the Services who 
must ultimately develop the material or techniques for Service 
implication. Meaningful (as near full scale as possible) demonstra- 
tions have the effect of more clearly suggesting the potential of ' • 

jscv technology and help to accelerate the otherwise lor" cr— < 

mterlal development cycles of Service program, . .^The alternative^ 

rlmply leportxng research findings and speculating on their potential 

Piore often than not means promising results go unnoticed and are 

never considered or may be subsequently duplicated by the Services 

or are subjected to long, and frequent sub-critical exploitation attempts, 

° Igchgglofly, Assessments — The Technology Assessments Office vae cU-.~ 
CHtnblishcd at the end of FY 1976. Those efforts underway which werr 
relatnble to the other technical offices were transferred to tho«e " 
• offices. In the future, technology assessments will be .undertaken 
as part of the technical office function to exasine and cohere the 
U.S. and foreign technology base and create new initiatives' for the 
. Office. Those technology assessment efforts which are of broad ari>.\ 
or DoD scope will continue under direct management of the Director, 



i.fl : '^:'- : - • '©IRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING : ■ 

The attached documents represent the "issue papers" prepared by MB 
for tnrTransition Team In connection with the transition from the Ford 
to the Carter Administration. Although they do not fully conf arm to 
Se SefSltion^issue papers" as defined by V S. News and World 
Report letter of December 14, 1976, they are believed to be broadly 
within the intent of that definition. 

Seventeen papers recommended for release in their entirety 
T;?nrl OB ure 1 Some parts of some of these papers qualify for with 

serve a significant and legitimate governmental purpose. 
Partial denial is made on the 16 papers listed in Enclosure 2 under 
Exemption 1 in that they. ^^^^S^^^ 
The material has been reviewed and it has been 2 and itB 

denied information is properly clas ^" e J ^ u * e E Q ^ a g e to the 
disclosure could reasonably be expected to cause aamag 

national security. 

Partial denial is being made on the 22 papers listed in Enclosure 3 
under exemption 5. The particular parts of each paper have been indi- 
ct ^rackets and categorized as falling either under 
5 a (1)1 i.e., papers containing advice, opinions, and suggestions, or 

i i „a ,,n^r 5 a f2V i.e., information generated preliminary to 
oeclslonftoe «lL; ( o ) f»hici , Mght interfere with orderly execution 
of plans. 

With respect to the denied portions of the 22 papers listed in Enclo- 
se 3 the "significant and legitimate governmental purpose" is the 
e k n oflhe ability of the government to receive candid I advice, 
opinions, and recommendations from its employees w ithout havin g t he 
rendering of such inhibited and biased through the possibility of pub 
Sc controversy on them prior to their consideration Similarly, 
orderly government would suffer if proposed governmental P^ tion * i(mce 
were pLmaturely exposed to those who might benefit or seek to influence 
them as the result of such premature disclosure. 

The Initial Denial Authority in this instance is Mr. S. E. Clements, 
Executive Assistant, Office of the Director, Defense Research and 
Engineering. 



{ 



Enclosure 1 

PAPERS TO BE RELEASED 

Note: Some portions of these papers qualify for withholding under 
Exemption 5, but use of the Exemption is waived*. 

Defense R&D Laboratories 

Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) 
DOD R&D Testing Using Human Volunteers 
Joint Service Development/Test Programs' 
Systems Acquisition Management 
Prototyping 
Travel Funds 

DOD Medical Research Charter 

Reduction of Outyear Operating and Support (O&S) Costs 

Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs 

Life Cycle Cost (LCC) Reduction 

Design to Cost . 

Specifications and Standards 

Reliability and Maintainability 

Soviet Technological Doctrine and Practice 

Competition in Defense Procurement 

Expeditious JOT&E Of 11R MAVERICK 



DEFENSE R&D LABORATORIES 



s "biect o f Interest: ODDR&E is directing various changes which 
will increase innovation in the Defense Research and Exploratory Develop- 
ment and some advanced technology demonstration programs. 

2. Background; The DoD Technology Base comprises approximately 
74 in-house Research and Development facilities and 56, 000 civilian 
workers, including about 24, 000 professionals. These laboratories 
monitor the expenditure of some $3B per year, about one-half of which 
is spent internally. Several major changes are underway which are 
directed toward increasing the innovation and productivity in the 
laboratories. 

o The laboratories' roles in Technology Base planning and 
- supervision is being increased. To initiate this, block 
funding of the laboratories has been increased and lead 
laboratory concepts for technology areas have been 
implemented. 

o We are increasing the use of investment strategies as a 

technique for apportioning the resources across' the various 
technology areas in the Technology Base. 

, o The laboratories are being assigned prime technology 
area responsibilities. The size of the laboratories is 
being reduced by manpower drawdowns in redundant 
■ and lesser productive areas. 

o The percentage of the Technology Base work which is 

performed by universities and industry is being increased 
.. / to take advantage of their unique contributions to the 
program. 

o The roles of the laboratories in support of systems acquisi- 
tion is being increased. To expedite this' a change to DoD 
5000. 2 was implemented which requires a Technology 
Assessment Annex to Decision Concept Papers for systems 
which are meeting Defense Systems Acquisition Review 
Council Milestones I and II. * 



ODD(R&AT) 
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3. DoD Position; As in-house laboratories play a key role in military 
R&D. the actions enumerated above have been accepted and are being 
implemented. 

4. « Current Status: Funding allocation increases in the Technology 
Base are being applied selectively across the technology areas based 
on a careful evaluation of various investment strategies. The Air 
Force and Army have implemented the block funding technique; the 
Navy is moving in that direction. Ceilings have been placed on the 
amount of Technology Base program which will be performed in- 
house with the ultimate goal of achieving a maximum of 30% in-house. 
The manpower drawdown in the Air Force has been completed and is 
approximately on schedule for the Army and Navy. The drawdown 
amounts to approximately 6, 900 authorizations to be completed by the 
end of FY 78. 



UNCLASSIFIED 



■FEDERAL CONTRACT RESEARCH CENTERS 
• V (FCRCs) 



1. Issue: Will the revised policies and procedures for managing DoD- 
Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) be acceptable to Congress? 

2. Background ; Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) are DoD 
sponsored non-profit corporations dating from WWII. The number of 
FCRCs has been reduced from 21 to 8 since 1964. Each FCRC is dis- 
tinctive and generally performs different functions. Other government 
agencies have similar organizations. 



L abo rato ri e s 

MIT Lincoln 
Johns Hopkins' 
Perm State 



(FY76) 
$51M 
$53M 
$8M 



$112M 



System Engineering/ 
Tech Direction (SE/TD) 
(FY 76) 

MITRE Corp $45M 
Aerospace Corp $82M 



$127M 



Studies & 
Analyses (S&A) 
(FY76) 
RAND $17M 
CNA . $10M 
ANSER $2M 
IDA . $11M 

$40M 



Laboratory FCRCs perform difficult technical projects embracing both 
research and new prototype systems concepts.. (SE/TD) FCRCs provide 
•technical support in defining, developing, producing and fielding space, 
cornmunications and command and control (C 3 ) systems. (S&A) FCRCs 
provide sound and unbiased professional analyses and recommendations 
for foTce planners, logistics managers, R&D managers, high officials 
on DoD staffs, etc.. 

A high degree of control is maintained over FCRCs. The Senate Armed 
Services Committee provides an overall fiscal ceiling. Four major prob- 
lems exist with using FGRC*? 

o Several years ago, Congress expressed concern regarding salaries, 
'number, size of operation, etc. These concerns resulted in the 
imposition of a- Congressional fiscal ceiling. However, this ceiling 
.has not kept pace with inflation. 

o Congressional concern has been expressed more recently regarding 
how we use FCRCs, i. e. , as "extension of headquarters staffs, " 
especially the S&A FCRCs. 



UNCLASSIFIED 
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.UNCLASSIFIED . 2 

o Part of the for-profit industry sector is opposed to both the non-profit 
and sponsored aspects of FCRCs, especially as pertains to the success 
of some FCRCs in diversification. 

o The fiscal ceiling has especially been a hindrance in accomplishing 
space and C SE/TD work. 

3. DoD Position! An extensive review was conducted of FCRCs in 1976 
in response to Congressional desires. Principal actions are as follows: 

o Analytical Services (ANSER) will no longer be an FCRC. .. a. 

....»»".- 

° The Applied Physics Laboratory (Johns Hopkins) and Applied Research 
Laboratory (Penn State) will not be considered FCRCs beginning in 
FY 1978. - 

o MIT Lincoln Laboratory, Center for Naval Analyses (CNA), Project 
. Air Force (formerly-Froject Randjand the Institute for Defense Analyses 
(IDA) will not be allowed to exceed their present manpower levels. The 
non-Project Air Force aspects of RAND Corporation will not be consid- 
ered an FCRC. . 4 v' 
•v. • '"..*."'*«•'.".' ' *• 

o MPTRE-Bedford will be separated from MITRE- Washington . ' All DoD 
C work will be done at Mitre-Bedford . MITRE- Washington will not 

•• be considered a DoD FCRC. Mitre-Bedford will not do non-DoD work 
unless of direct benefit to DoD. Level of DoD effort at Mitre-Bedford 
will be governed by DoD C^ workload. 

■ !. ..'•'.'■. "• • '. " **. .'■>.'..'*•'> • 

o Aerospace Corp will be restricted to DoD space program endeavors 
.;' except on programs of direct benefit to DoD (i. e. joint DoD-NASA). 

Level of DoD effort at Aerospace will be governed by DoD space .. 

system workload. . 

4 » Current Status : A report was provided the four concerned Congressional 
Committees. Informal approval received. DoD will be implementing above 
actions in the FY78 budget process. Congressional Committees reactions 
in their reports on the budget will provide basis for future manageme-t of 

fcrcs. ; 



UNCLASSIFIED 



DOD R&D TESTING USING HUMAN VOLUNTEERS 

Subject of Issue: Continuing concern by many groups that humans 

are being used as guinea pigs needlessly and under circumstances of . 
unacceptable hazard. „; <itM; . . . 

. . Background ; The DoD, as one of many Federal agencies who perform 
tests using human test subjects, has been drawn into the overall public 
and Congressional dialogue on the subject. In 1975, Congressional 
committees held hearings that discussed tests, primarily related to 
chemical agent and halluceno genie drug testing, that were conducted in • 
the 1950, 60s and early 1970s. This discussion resulted in a report 
that highlighted abuse and an inadequate follow-up of the test subjects. 
These practices had been stopped and the control of such experimentation 
had already been markedly improved in the 1970s by DoD because of its 
own concern and the national revision of standards for use of human 
volunteer subjects, although this point was carefully avoided or ignored 
in the hearings. . 

DoD Position: DoD must conduct tests that use human test volunteers 
•.. in several of its human related RDT&E program. Each Service has 
formal and effective approval procedures to insure that the-proposed 
\& tests are needed and worth the investment and risk, properly planned, 

safely and competently conducted, and that proper follow-up is assured. 
.V';: . As new guidelines or laws are passed related to this on a national level, 
*k e y are deluded in the DoD process of approval, review, conduct, and 
critique of our R&D. In all cases, only fully informed and volunteer 
^.subjects, will be used..—,- . •;. :. 
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JOINT SERVICE DEVELOPMENT/TEST PROGRAMS 



Problem: Proliferation of hardware and programs aimed at meeting the 
same basic operational requirements. 

background: Unnecessary proliferation of systems and subsystems 
intended for similar operational requirements can dilute the effec- 
tiveness of R&D resources, deters competitive procurement and 
ultimately consumes excessive operations and support resources. 
With severe budget constraints in the R&D area, this problem cannot 
be overemphasized. Operational requirements must be carefully 
examined and coordinated to eliminate the costly consequences of 
duplication, strive for subsystem and system interchangeability , 
and achieve interoperability and flexibility of mixed forces. 
Commonality of hardware is sought to reduce the costs of training, 
maintenance, and support. DDR&E places heavy emphasis on structuring 
joint RDT&E programs through memoranda of agreements, lead Service 
assignments, and close coordination with other OSD offices such as 
DTACCS and ASD(I&L) in working groups. 

Certain technology areas have been identified as prime candidates 
for special attention in DDR&E because rapid movement in the state 
of the art encourages proliferation. As an example, electronics 
technology can be found as a major cost element of almost every 
weapon system. Since cne-third of the DoD budget in some way or 
other is tied to electronic related expenditures, it is an area that 
has been highlighted as worthy of special attention. This is 
particularly important in electronic subsystems in view of the fact 
"that annual support costs for these military equipments are equal to 
the annual procurement costs and are increasing due to the relatively 
high labor content. Therefore, Joint Service programs in the elec- 
tronics area are highly leveraged and provide a basis for significant 
cost reductions. 

DoD Position: Joint Service programs are an effective approach to 
stemming proliferation of programs aimed at meeting similar opera- 
tional requirements. Our policies to achieve this objective are 
stated in DoD Directives; identified and restructured as necessary 
in the planning, programming, and budgeting cycles; and when neces- 
sary, by fiat. A special policy for Single Service Management of 
Selected Electronic Equipments has received tri-Service Secretarial 
endorsement and is expected to be finalized in March 1977. 

.Status: We have established commonality between Services that is 
intended to-satisfy sister Service requirements in virtually all 
DSARC reviews. Working groups and special committees have been formed 
to more closely examine the areas where high payoff potential exists. 
The Directive on electronic equipment will utilize the requires re- 
process and other existing means to identify those items which are 
candidates for Single Service management. The assignment of the "i ea d" 



Service on a case-by-case basis will be made by the appropriate OSD 
offices. 

At the present time, there are 78 joint Service R&D programs; and 
similarly, there are 14 joint operational test programs. For example, 
the NAVSTAR (Global Positioning System) is a tri-Service development 
tp reduce net DoD navigation costs by a significant percentage while 
enhancing the performance of weapons and simplifying their design. 
During the past year, the Air Force has been assigned as Executive 
Agent for the development of the new beyond visual range air-to-air 
missile, which is a replacement for Sparrow. The new missile will be 
based on previous DARPA research and designed .to satisfy a JSOR. 
Similarly, the ultimate Sidewinder replacement will be based on a 
continuing evaluation of seekers and development of operational 
requirements. 



•^UNCLASSIFIED 



SYSTEMS ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT ' 

..]- Issue : In order to maintain national security in times of highly 
constrained defense budgets it is imperative that we manage the 
acquisition of defense systems in a highly efficient manner. 
• . . • 

2. Background: The basic policies for the management of defense systems 
acquisition were established in mid-1971 with the publication of DoD 
Directive 5000.1, "Acquisition of Major Defense Systems." Since that 
time the results of several study efforts for improving the defense . 
systems acquisition process have been publ ished, i .e. , the Commission 
on Government Procurement, the Army Material Acquisition Review 
Committee, the Navy/Marine Corps Acquisition Review Committee and 
most recently the Acquisition Advisory Group. 

3- DoD Position : While many of the recommended improvements to the 

defense, systems acquisition process have already been implemented we 
are continuing to evaluate and adopt other promising changes. 

4. Current Status: In many areas we have made major strides in improving 
the management of DoD systems acquisition.' Some of these management 
■initiatives are: 

a) Fly-before-buy (hardware demonstration) • 

b) > Achievement milestones vs calendar milestones 

c) Competition, especially during system val idat ion 

d) Design to Cost -1. •' 

■ e) • Hi-Lo force mix . - 

f) Creation of viable options ' 

g) Maintaining strong technical base .- ■ : " ■ '.. 

h) . Improved program management • ■ * ' t f • 

Other areas of promising efforts underway but still evolving are: 

a) "Front-end" planning-mission needs arid affordab i 1 i ty 

b) Life Cycle Costing 

Sound management of defense systems acquisition impacts on the defense 
posture of the U.S. It is probably the single most important task of 
DoD as it impacts directly on force readiness, the yearly defense budge 
and also the outyear expenditures for operating and maintaining our 
xveapon systems. V/e will continue to evaluate all facets of the acquisi 
tion process seeking improvsments in national defense and more efficien 
development, production, operation and support of our defense- system. 
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PROTOTYiMIJG 



Jssjje: To improve tha basis for management decisions during the . 
development and acquisition of defense systems and equipment. 

Back ground : Prototyping stresses the use of hardware demonstration, 
rather than paper studies, as the basis for key program decisions. 
'It has been referred to as the "fly before buy" or "test before buy" 
approach to system acquisition. - fn practice, it calls. for investment 
in a few demonstration models (prototypes) and evaluation of test 
results prior to making a major commitment of funds or resources- 
It was promuJ gated as management policy by former Deputy Secretary 
of Defense David Packard, has been emphasized as a management tool 
by his successor, DepSecDef Clements, and has become an important 
aid to defense decision-making. Congress has debated the merits of 
prototyping and endorsed its application in defense "programs. 

DoD Position : Prototyping is an aid to management that reflects a 
basic principle of sound decision-making; systematic reduction of 
risk. It must always be viewed in the dec i s ion-maki ng context. It 
is not, and must not become, an end or objective in itself. We 
emphasize prototyping where it is needed to support and strengthen 
our basis for decisions, not as "the thing to do" in order to get 
programs approved. 

C urrent Status : We hove gained considerable experience* in prototype n 
over the past several years; however, there is still some misunder- 
standing of the difference between its two fundamental applications'. 

Prototyping is used during the acquisition cycle to reduce the risks 
associated with applying advanced technology to meet defined opera- 
tional requirements. These are the "mil-scale engineering develop- 
ment^ prototypes. (Examples: Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle; 
Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft; Advanced Attack Helicopter; 
Submarine Launched Cruise Missile.) Where it is impractical to 
prototype an entire weapon system, the concept is applied to subsyster 
and components. (Examples: AV/ACS Radar; Airborne TACAU; ],:,vy I'.oJula: 
Electronic Warfare Suite.) 

Prototyping Is also used to explore and advance new technology prior 
to the definition of specific requirements. These are "technology 
base' 1 or "exploratory development" prototypes. Their purpose is to 
provide viable options for future decisions. Exploratory prototyping 
creates technological alternatives, exploits technical opportunities, 
stimulates competi t ion arid innovation, retains key industry design 
teams, and improves our ability to make performance/cost tradeoffs. 
(Examples: Air Combat Fighter; Advanced Medium STOL; Electronically 
Agi le Radar.) 
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Budget Related Issue 
TRAVEL FUNDS' 



Issue: ODJD(RStAT) has insufficient travel funds to adequately 
perform its assigned tasks for FY77. 

History: ODD(RgiAT) is allocated travel funds from DDR&E. These 
funds are used to pay for transportation and per diem in performing 
our program monitoring tasks, to satisfy U.S. responsibilities in 
international travel for the Defense Research Group and for The 
Technical Cooperation Program, to maintain staff specialists pro- 
fessional proficiency through attendance at technical symposia and 
meetings and to publicize the technical thrusts and management 
changes which we are implementing in the Technology Base program. 
The travel funds allocated in FY76 was $42. 3K. Our request for FY77, 
in view of the total inadequacy of FY76 funds, was $76K. Our allocation 
for the first 6 months of FY77 is $14. 7K. We have reduced the $14. 7K 
by the amount required to meet international obligations for the first 6 
months of FY77 plus a $1K contingency fund, and allocated the remainder 
on a prorata basis to the AD Offices and the Front Office Staff. We 
anticipate that the funding to be allocated for the second half of FY 7 7 
will be approximately $14. 7K. 

Position: DDR&E is aware that the FY77 allocation is inadequate. 
Travel, other than that supported by others, is by and large restricted 
to program monitoring plus the international commitments. 
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Budget Related Issue 



DOD MEDICAL RESEARCH CHARTER 
(vis-a-vis other Federal Agencies) 

Subject of Issue : Congressional actions on DoD budget requests 
are being denied in cases where any other agency is conducting research 
in the area. 

History: Congressional actions during FY 76 and FY 77 budget cycle 
denied. DoD requests for money for research in drug and alcohol abuse, an 
a series of infectious and dental diseases- The basis for denial has 
been that the Department, Health, Education, and Welfare (DHEW) is 
doing work in these fields and the DoD, therefore, should not require 
any effort in the area. This has been cited especially in cases where 
the DoD level of effort is much smaller than the DHEW commitment. 
A GAO review of infectious disease research was completed in FY 76, 
overseas laboratory reviews are underway now which could cause 
further areas to be so identified in FY 78 and beyond. 

Budgetary Impact: Previous reductions were not made .until late in 
the fiscal year. As a result, money had been committed to new and 
continuing efforts under the authority of the Continuing Resolution. Thus, 
when all funds programmed for the effort were withdrawn, additional 
funds were also lost due to the fact that the earlier commitments to 
contracts had been made and could not be recouped. 

DoD Positi on: DoD does carefully coordinate and draw from the civil 
and other Federal agency research. It conducts research only on the 
unique problems of the Military Services or those aspects of the 
problem that the civil sector cannot or will not address. Thus, rather 
than duplicate, the smaller DoD investment represents a complimentary 
effort that provides specialized results of interest to DoD. 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

RE [) U CTION OF OUTVEAR OPERATIC C AND SUPPORT (Q£.S .) COSTS 

1. Issue: To reduce the fraction of the outyear DoD budget allocated 
to system operating and support costs, while at the sane time maintain- 
ing operational readiness. 

2. Background : Continued growth in the fraction of the DoD budget 
allocated to operate and support current systems has impaired force 
modernization. Greater emphasis is needed on reducing the future O&S 
costs of systems now being developed, so as to reverse this trend as 
new systems enter the inventory. 

Better visibility on the specific O&S costs of current systems is a 
necessary step in defining and reducing the O&S cost of future systems. 
The next step is to employ the results of that improved visibility. 

3. DoD Position : We are confident that we can achieve the ability to 
identify and track the O&S costs of individual types of defense systecs. 
We must also control the future O&S costs of systems now in development, 
so as to achieve a net reduction in the O&S portion of the DoD budget. 

4. Cu rrent Status : Tne DapSecDef memorandum on Reduction of Outyear 
Operating and Support Costs, 28 February 1976, directed the Military 
Departments to establish O&S cost targets for each major systeci now in 
development, and to propose methods to assess the net O&S cost impact 
on future Department budgets of all DSARC decisions. 

'. . ■ ■ 

The Services have forwarded their planned approaches to the establish- 
ment of O&S cost goals for all major programs now in the DSARC process 
and proposed methodology for annual assessment of the net O&S cost 
impact of DSARC decisions during the preceeding year. Refinements 
required by ASD(I&L) review are now in progress. 
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VIABILITY AND HAKAG^^TJ^OPER ^:G AtlD SUPPO RT COSTS 

LtT^riW '" V ^ OP Weth ° £,S f ° r de ^™™S the operating and su, P o 
cos.s a L tributaD,e to particular Defense systems. " 

2^ ^ri-ss? jss - ir^sS - —art 

During SecDefs testimony, Senator Culver asked for LCC estimates on 
suah e«£fc£ *>D stated it was unabU to provide 

tvn9 v. „ c - , cit-tounc ror U&S costs by weapon svsten 

type. The Services have presented their proposed nana ascent info 
tion systems for ASD(I&L) review a 1 ■ na£enent mfortsa- 

reviev are now in progress Refinements in. response to ASD(ISL) 

S l"rvi« s SSrV£CaS U<,rki " g <° «» c-parabiHty » ong 

cwelopeo plans for an O&S cost Kann»epi*nt Info^.f inn - f ■ 

" ' 71 - nc J-niomiation System for ships. 
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LIFE CYCLE COST (LCC) REDUCTION 

1. Issue: To define and reduce the total cost of acquiring ooir.-tin-» 
taming and supporting defense systems, while at the same tin.-. Maintaining 
force nodernuation, readiness and operational effectiveness. 

2. Bnc kg round: LCC reduction is a major objective of the DoD. There is 
also considerable Congressional interest in. this subject. Present appropria- 
tion accounting makes it relatively easy to identify development , procurement 
and military construction costs of specific weapon systems. However operat- 
ing and support (O&S) cost appropriations are related to type of organization 
and function, rather than to type of veapon system. 

3. DoD Position: We can estimate system acquisition costs fairly veil and 
we are improving that capability. We can and are holding acquisition pro-rams 

. to predetermined unit cost thresholds as a necessary but not sufficient part 
of LCC reduction.. Additional ste?s are necessary to define and reduce the O&S 
cost of current and future weapon systems. Those steps are now underway. 

4. Current Status (more detail in attached backup papers): 

Dgglgu to Cost - DoD Directive 5000.28, May 1975, directed the Military 
Departments to design systems to predetermined unit production costs and to 
trade ofr performance, schedule and quantity as necessary to meet cost E oais 
Most major systems not yet in production either have established DTC P o = ls or 
havemade cost an "equal partner" with "cost drivers" in early desicn studies 

Ifnlr 2? "I"?/' DSA * C rGvieWS and correccive actio * is Erected for breach' 
Ox. DTC thresholds. 

Visibility and Manag ement of Operating and Sup port Costs - A D*pS-cD=f 
memorandum dated 16 October 1975 directed ASD(I&L)"to define the management 
information system needed to account for the OSS costs of current systems by 
system type. ASD (Comptroller) was directed to modify DoD accounting systems 
as necessary. The Military Departments have presented their proposals for 
such an information system and refinements are in progress. 

d-tjTO 5 ° f ° U ^ a ^ 0?5^aHn ^^^^^ - A DepSecDef memorandum 
cated 23 February 1976 directed the Military Departments to establish OSS 
cos. goals for each major system development program and to pronos* n-thods 
ror an annual assessment of the net impact of all DSARC decisions or- th- O&S 
portion o. their outyear budgets. The overall objective is a net v^nnl 
reduction m that fraction of the DoD budget allocated to O&S costs. 

Reliability and Maint ainability - Reliability and maintainability ( ••••() 
arc system parameters that link system design characteristics to 
-easiness and operational effectiveness. Quantitative R&M reouir-^p- 
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DESIGN TO COST 



1. Issue: To specify and constrain the cost of each new system so DoD 
can afford to buy the quantities of systems it needs to meet national 
security objectives within current and foreseen budget constraints. 

2. Background: Design to Cost (DTC) is a management policy similar to 
cost control techniques used in the commercial sector. DTC established 
unit cost as a parameter equal in importance with system performance, 
program schedule and other factors that can drive program cost, such as 
produceability, logistic support concept, data requirements, safety/ 
survivability, etc. It requires planners to set cost goals the DoD can 
afford to pay, and to trade off system design parameters against those 
goals. It further requires that cost be emphasized in trade-off decisions 
throughout the acquisition process, and that cost estimates be verified as 
within pre-set goals prior to award of the production contract. 

3. DoD Position: Design to Cost is necessary to counter the escalating 
costs of defense systems. We plan to continue applying it to new 
development programs (both systems and subsystems). 

A. Current_^tatus: Design to Cost policy was formalized in DoD Directive 
5000.28, issued in May 1975. Each Program Manager receives comprehensive 
instruction on Design to Cost policy and implementation experience as he 
goes through the Defense Systems Management College. Design to Cost 
objectives have been routinely established on all recent major development 
programs Examples include the A-10, F-16 and Advanced Medium STOL air- 
craft, the F-18, Patrol Frigate, Submarine Launched Cruise Missile, UTTAS 
helicopter, Advanced Attack Helicopter, and XM-1 tank. Such objectives 
are being defined for more recent programs on a routine basis. While 
initial emphasis was on designing to a unit production cost, primarily 
because DoD s ability to estimate and measure unit cost is better than 
its ability to estimate and measure Life Cycle Cost, DoD is now increas- 
ing emphasis on making design tradeoffs to control life cycle cost 
drivers. 
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SPECIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS 



Problem : With increasing costs of defense systems, equip- 
ment and material, there were concerns that military 
specifications were the "cost drivers". 

I ssue : Military specifications and standards have 
occasionally contained unrealistic, obsolete or marginal 
requirements which resulted in excessive costs. 

DoD Position : DoD is attacking tJie problem on three 
fronts: 

a) ASD(I§L) and DDR§i3 co-sponsor the Defense Material 
Specifications and Standards Board to review on a con- 
tinuing basis the total specifications and standardiza- 
tion program management to recommend necessary changes 
in policy to the SecDof. 

b) At the request of DopSecDo.f , the Ssrvices hs^'-j 
established P.FP (Request for Proposal) Review linsrds 
to review and "scrub" PFPs, prior to their formal 
release to bidders , of any excessive roquiremenl s 
unwarranted cost-drivi requirej^ir.ts-. ruclueiT • 
specification require: .-;-n ts . 

c) ASD(I§L) and DD:U ; E jointly established a Define 
Science Eoard Task Fcrco to recomsond appropriate 
specifications and standards policy. 

Status : 

A. DMSSB: 

1) Now hove five Technical Panels (i.e., Materials. 
Electronics, Metrication, Clothing and Textile, ' 
Audio Visual). The Metrication Pjbel, for example, 
prepared an interim policy on the use of the metric- 
system of roe as pat o^ent in the DoD which was -ed 
by DepSecDef. 

2) A task group revised the DoD Standardization 
Manual covering specification preparation, 
coordination and, management. 
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B - RPP R eview Boards : 

All three Services have established these review 
boards and are actually scrubbing new major system 
RFPs. On several procurements, draft RFPs were 
submitted to industry prior to formal release to 
bidders soliciting comments on the identification 
of cost- driving elements and suggestions on how to 
meet the intent of the need at lower cost. 

C. Defense Science Board Task Force : 

Found that while needing continual attention for 
improvement, specifications and standards were . 
adea k uate and not , the fundamental problem. The 
problem was really . the over- application (or blanket 
application) of these documents, which in many cases, 
resulted in unwarranted costs.- Among the Task Force 
recommendations are: 1) "tailoring'; or selective 
application of. the specification requirements to ' 
each program, 2) establish an environment to provide 
incentives or ecu t r ac t o rs /b i dders for proposing" 
tailored specifications and for rccoiftwending cost 
effeftive waivers to reduce costs- ; and c) eoiir.atinn 
• of Program Manners on specification applications' 
to avoid excessive costs. The Services are. currently 
initiating actions to implement those recommendations . 
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REM A BILITY AKD HA I N T A I N A IS I L I TY 

"I g - c ue : To reduce the operating and support cost of defense syst^.ij while 
maintaining or increasing their readiness and operational ef fectiven i.-.s . 

2. Background : Reliability and Maintainability (R&H) are measurable perfor- 
naacs parameters that link system design characteristics to readiness, 
effectiveness, operating and support cost. Improved P^&M simultaneously 
increases readiness and percentage of successful missions, while decreasing 
maintenance, supply and manpower requirements. In the past, field reliability 
has often been only a fraction of that "demonstrated" by the contractor in 
REL DEMO done to a MIL STD. This occured because REL DEMO test criteria did 
not realistically approximate actual field conditions and definitions of a 
"failure" were not relevant to actual field experience. OSD has major 
initiatives underway to improve this situation. 

3. DoD Position : Increased emphasis must be placed on improving the R&M of 
systems during RDT&E , rather than trying to fix systems already in production. 

4. Current Status : Quantitative R&M thresholds are now included in virtually 
all DC?s and attainment of these thresholds has become an issue at DSAKC 
reviews. The Deputy Director (Test and Evaluation) has placed a high priority 
on R&M in his reviews of test programs and test results, as reflected in his 
reports to the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the D5ARC Chairman at all 
critical milestone decisions. 

ODOR&E and OASD(I&L) are preparing a DoD Directive on R&M to ensure these 
parameters are addressed as an integral part of the acquisition process for 
both major and less-than-ma jor system and subsystem programs. 

The Military Departments are revising Military Standards pertaining to reli- 
ability, especially the reliability of electronics equipment. Tnese revisions 
will translate DoD policy to the Defense industries. They include increased 
realism of tests conducted in laboratory test chambers. The cost of more 
realistic test facilities is to be paid for by shorter total test time and 
greater correlation of laboratory and field reliability values. 

Tne Services have recently included in their budgets funds to improve readi- 
ness and reduce operating costs for equipment in the field. This is 
accomplished primarily through the upgrading of equipment reliability and 
maintainability identified by organizations specifically charged with this 
responsibility such as the Air I-'orce Productivity, Reliability, Availability 
and Maintainability (PRAM) ?rogr.-.:t: Office. 

Government and industrial technology base activities are exploring the 
feasibility of using highly reliable electronic modules as basic buildLr.;-; 
blocks for widespread application to electronics equipment. High ce.-irir'. 
reliability and tight quality control are to be paid for by savings achieved 
through volume production and .standardization. 

Contractual approaches are. being d-iveloped which will incent ivize contractors 
to design equipment for high reliability and low repair costs. Approaches 
successfully used include contract award foes and reliability warranties. 



SOVIET TECHNOLOGICAL DOCTRINE AND PRACTICE 



Subject : The relationships between Soviet science and technology 
doctrine and practice and their military technological status. 

2. Background : Soviet doctrine was enunciated by Lenin — "One must 
either master the highest technology or be crushed", and has been 
continually reaffirmed — "The development of Soviet science has 
special significance today when the scientific-technological 
revolution has become the most important area in the competition of 
the two opposed world systems" (Communist Party Central Committee 
Resolution, December 1973). Soviet policy is set by the Politburo, 
and is specifically oriented toward establishing credible military 
scientific- technical superiority over the U.S. R&D management is 
highly centralized; the Politburo's executive agent is the Council 
of Ministers, 75 percent of whom have technical backgrounds. The 
USSR has deliberately emphasized the greatest possible rate of 
advance in military technology at the expense of improvements in 
the civilian sector. Soviet policy is to exploit innovations 
achieved in civil R&D for military purposes, but because of the 
weakness of Soviet civil R&D, we have not seen any instances in which 
it has contributed significantly to their military technology. There 
is no Soviet counterpart to the cross-fertilization process in U.S. 
industry and commerce which advances military and civilian technology 
together in many areas that are militarily important to the U.S. 
Within the military sector, past Soviet practice emphasized 
continuity of effort and incremental improvements. Today there are 
many indications of willingness to take the risks of applying and 
exploiting advanced technology. 

3. DoD Position : Soviet doctrinal emphasis on science and technology 
has led to a commitment of resources for military R&D which must be 
regarded as a serious threat to the military balance between the U.S. 
and USSR. The U.S. can meet this challenge only through a sustained 
and vigorous program of RDT&E to advance and exploit its strong 
technologies. Such a program is feasible at affordable cost, because 
of the inherent weakness in the Soviet system of separating military 
and civil R&D. The rate of advance of Soviet military technology — 
overall — will be inhibited as long as their civilian sector is 
excluded from supporting such advances, although with special emphasis 
they have been able to surpass the U.S. in some fields of technology. 
The U.S. can retain the technological initiative and preserve the 
military balance if it has the will to do so. 
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4. Current Status: Soviet military R&D increasingly is producing a 
variety of quality military equipments. Also, there are strong 
indications, in the form of a number of Soviet military R&D activities 
and new systems being deployed (e.g., air cushion vehicles, radar 
satellites) , that the Soviets have broken away from their long- 
standing policy of technological conservatism. Several of the Soviet 
military R&D activities are not well understood, but are a matter of 
concern because they appear to be related to key missions of U.S. 
forces (e.i,., new approaches to ballistic missile defense and anti- 
submarine warfare). Avoidance of technological surprise requires a 
coherent R&D effort to generate new technological options in mission 
areas where U.S. vulnerability may be uncertain and where the risk 
of surprise is great. 
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COMSETITIOf: IN lEFSSSS PHOLTTSSMKTT 



1. Issue: To utilise competition to the maximum extent feasible 
durins the acquisition of defense systems and equipment. 

2- ' Back ground: - ''tompstiticn between system concepts, present and • . 
proposed systeras, contractors, subcontractors, and even between " 
the Military Departments is the paramount motivating factor during * 
both development and product-ion of defense hardware. Winning the 
development and/or production contract is- a far greater incentive 
than the profit rate or any "incentive clause" after competition, 
is reduced to a sole source. ' 

3* Del) Position: ■ Competition is to be used wherever economically . •* « 

feasible throughout the acquisition cycle, to include competitive * 
development, production and alternate sourcing. "* ' 

■ k. Currant Status; Moot of our recent major programs include a 
competitive prototype phase curing advanced development, with 
comparison of test results ("fly-off"* "shoot-off") as a key 
factor in the decision to advance the program into full- scale 
engineering development. Examples incline the A-X proto^.y;,;^ 
competition which resulted in selection cf the A- 10 Close Suppcvt 
Aircraft, the Air Combat Fighter (.?-).6), Advanced Attack Heli- 
copter, Xll- 1 tanh, and Submarine- launched Cruise Missile. 



On high volume production programs, second source competitions are 
also held. Examples include the Army's TCW acd Shillelagh antitank 
missiles, the Sparrow and Sidewinder air-to-air missiles, ' and the 
ME-1»8 torpedo. 

When competition is not economically feasible at the weapon system 
level, subsystem and component competition is often implemented. 
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EXPEDITIOUS JOT&E OF IIR MAVERICK 



1. ISSUE : As a result of DSARC II of IIR MAVERICK in September 1976, 
operational uncertainties were surfaced which affected the potential 
operational utility of the system. 

2- BACKGROUND : Even though a comprehensive advanced development test 
program had been successfully accomplished by the developing agency, 
there remained some doubts about the operational utility of IIR MAVERICK 
in particular combat scenarios. To resolve these uncertainties, DepSecDef 
directed that a Joint Operational Test and Evaluation be initiated and 
conducted in a compressed timeframe. Test planning is in progress with 
the USAF as the executive Service. A partial report will be provided in 
March 1977 and a final report by August 1, 1977. An independent contractor 
has been chosen to assist in test planning, monitor test conduct and pro- 
vide an independent analysis at the completion of the joint tests. 



3. RECOMMENDED POSITION : DD(T&E) support and provide advice and direction 
as appropriate, to the Joint Test Director. 



Enclosure 2 

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 1 - (Classified) 

Notes: 1. Some portions of these also qualify for Exemption 5 and 

such papers are also listed on Enclosure 3 for those portions. 

2. Some of these papers are unintelligible due to deletions 
as indicated. 

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement (also on Enclosure 3) 
M-X 

SLBM/TRIDENT II (unintelligible w/deletions) 
Briefing Paper (also on Enclosure 3) 

Special Nuclear Materials (unintelligible w/deletions) 
Space Defense (unintelligible w/deletions) 
High Energy Lasers (unintelligible w/deletions) 

NATO Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft (also on Enclosure 3) 
NET Technical Assessment — U.S. vs. USSR RDT&E 
Chair Heritage (also on Enclosure 3) 

Cannon Launched Guided Projectile Copperhead (CLGP) (also on Enclosure 3) 

Impact- of Procurement Changes on the F-18 (also on Enclosure 3) 
(unintelligible w/deletions) 

Air to Air Missile Inventory (also on Enclosure 3) 

Conventional Airfield Attack Missile (also on Enclosure- 3) 

General Support Rocket System (GSRS) (also on Enclosure 3) 

Infrared Imaging Seeker (also on Enclosure 3) 



• CHEMICAL WARFARE -READINESS IMPROVEMENT . 



1. (U) Subject of Issue : DoD efforts to improve chemical warfare 
(CW.) pasture, bath protective and retaliatory. 

2. \ Ba eke round:) 



o USSR poses serious threat in CW. ■ 



o US has ratified Geneva Protocol with reservation which essentially 
.. bans 'first use of CW. 1 ; 

3. (U) DoD Position: Supports efforts. to modernize chemical warfare 
capability and to improve protective posture to allow continuing opera- 
tions in a CW environment. _■ 

4. \ i Current Status : " -.- . • - 

Defensive Programs : . ... v.- - . ; . ' ... 

' 1 o FY 1977 budget^contained $37. 4M for defensive RDTSiE, FY 1973 
budget contains] J . - 

■ o FY 1977 Army budget contained $95. 8M for procurement, O&M, 
and war reserve funds; FY 1978 budget contain;/ 1 all for 

improvement of defensive and protective posture. 

v. . . o FY 1977 Air Force budget contained $17. 2M for protective items; 
'" FY 1978 contains T 1 

o ' Training is being improved in born Army and Air Force, about J 
- personnel will be added to training and disaster preparedness teams 
by FY 1973. 



Q 



Retaliatory Programs: 



o Binary chemical munition RDTS^E is continuing; 
programmed by FY 1978. 



o Tfo production decision on binary munitions has been made, nor 
baa any modernization program been undertaken pending further 
.revievf of national policy in this area. Various studies, are in 
progress to better develop the DoD position. 



^Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (UN) 



Issue: What should be the M-X development pace? 



1. Sub j ect \ 

The M-X is envisioned as a large, highly accurate, MIRVed j 
missile (approximately 170,000 lbs) capable of being moved from 
aimpoint to aimpoint in a manner which will conceal its location 
such that all aimpoints , whether they be visible above-ground 
shelters or invisible subterranean trenches, are credible to the 
offense 7< If attacking weapons are added by the offense, additional 
aimpoints can be proliferated at relatively low cost. The M-X 
thus achieves a very high prelaunch survivability. . It will also 
retain the rapid response characteristics and positive command and 
control features inherent in a land based ICBM. 

2. Background ) " * .- 

IFour new- generation Soviet ICBMs and^~ jpayload 
variants have been developed since the Vladivostok Accord. This 
evolving Soviet ICBM force with its improvements in accuracy, 
th.rowweight, targeting flexibility, and prelaunch survivability is 
a formidable threat to our land based missile force, as well as our 
cities. Additionally, vigorous Soviet missile R§D effort beyond 
the current deployment activities indicates a Soviet trend towards 
improvement of their counterfcrce capability and a broadening by 
its potential base for rapid quantity and quality improvements. 
Survivability of U. S. land based ICBMs in the 1980s, as well. as a 
partial redress' of the growing thrbwweight imbalance, can be 
achieved by making the ICBM transportable and hard to an optimal 
degree..' By providing credible aimpoints which are cheaper than the 
weapons required to destroy them, an arms race can be- avoided. 

3 . DoD Position - i , '. 

The DoD believes in the TRIAD as an absolute necessity for. 
strategic deterrence because the diversity of three entirely differen 
systems will preclude a potential disaster by one technology break- 
through. ICBMs offer a unique capability not present in the other 
two legs of the TRIAD, namely, capability across the entire target 
spectrum; a time urgent, hard target kill capability ; facility xor 
positive command and control; and an excellent inherent capacity 
for redressing throwweight imbalances. As the ICBM is vital to the 
TRIAD, its survivability should therefore be insured. ■ ' ■ ■ 



4. Current Status j 

M-X technology has proceeded in the advanced development 
stage for several_.years , particularly in the areas of guidance 
and propulsion. ^ 

Basing mode studies have been 
accomplished, indicating^ that' the shelter and .trench concepts 
as the most promising. / 



5 * Funding (Millions) \ 

FY 78 79 ' 80 



81 82 



... ... . .. , 

© -. • . . .-slbvtrident ii , ^ji.y.f ;I -V • 

Issue: Why do v;e need 'TRIDENT II wiasilo for a neir " SLIiW* ' 



1. Sub 



;jcct / 



2. . Background I .'• ' . v/#?;:.: 

• ~~ ' • "' "' : . ' r f&x ■■ : " • 

In our Strategic TRIAD the SLBM force at sea is' the least 
stciole by opposing strategic systems. 
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^-r . i ^- -J TRIDENT H represents" another 

timely step xn the effort of expanding the "haystack". - 

3 - D oD Po sition \ 1 1 ■ ' " ' \- : ' . . : 

' V-5? r i r i??i-rv 0f thC T eiative ^vulnerability and increased canaci 
:i^ r ! A ;;?; suoaarine,- an orderly development of the TRIDENT II 
desirable! ° ^ Subinarine capability is considered highly 

4. • Current Status 1 i ••• .• v \ . 



5 \ ZliOiiM (Millions) \ 
• .P>--77 $ Prior '.' 78* 



79 



80 
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Originator: _DDR;,E 

Da i: e : 50 No venigeFTgTg^ 



Pu2~pq'se: To describe weapons sysLcms under development which. 



might, be: 



« Construed as having- a .first, "strike 

- . capability - : <; .. •: -v. : . /v .. 

- Subjects of concern in arms control. 



.negotiations because of: ■„•..:• 

'- 'I'."- ! - ; ■ ■ " 

\'~ J- Possible verification' problems. " 
'-• ."' ■>'.• -Possible threats to Soviet strategic 

■ r ■ • '■ .var-making capabilities.' 

1, YossibTe First St rike Respond "; : ' ; '- --^ jv.^£". •*•. 

• The 'only conceivable reason for our attempting a first 
strike "would oe to disarm the Soviets, i v e., to deliver a 
surprise initial attack of such magnitude as to reduce to 
•a .relatively negligible level the Soviet capacity for ' 
retaliation.; Otherwise, we -invite their retaliation. They' 
have an assured second strike capability " ~ - achieved through 
a TRIAD similar to our own which, we cannot obliterate by 
any present or proposed capability, or- even .by capabilities 
which, are still in the realm of speculation. At least twice 
in the last thirty years the Soviets did' not have an assured 
retaliatory capability; they were engaged in provoking- us ; 
and yet, it was not in our nature to attempt even limited 
military action against them, . . 

"•■""' The ability to execute a disarming first strike requires" 
three essentials: . ■, . . .. 

. . ' • - Accurate location of 'all Soviet strategic-weapons . ■ 

■;: .:" - Sufficient weapons to* attack effectively all Soviet . 

."■■'.- strategic weapons. v •;. ' • 

- • Surprise. . ; .-.'.V -\\ -.'..• 

We do not possess either of the first two' military capabili 
.ties and our open society forecloses the third essential. 
Still, there are some who believe that the development of 
certain weapons systems poses a potential first strike capa- 
bility.' In this context, a hard target kill (BTKj capability 
is most often cited as a first strike capability. An HTK . 
capability would be necessary but not . sufficient , without 
satisfying the above criteria, for a first strike. \):S. HTK 
capabilities and goals derive from a desire for effectiveness 
and efficiency in a retaliatory role, and for those weapons 
targeted against his strategic nuclear forces to destroy 
his residual or reserve force to preclude coercion or further 
. war-making capacity after the onset of hostilities. 



:/-""' r -Not only do we not seek a first strike capability, we 
seek to reduce incentives for an opponent to strike first in- 
a crisis situation by providing our forces with such char- 
acteristics that an aggressor would not significantly change 
the outcome .by striking first in a crisis. .This is the 
essence of strategic stability.. . . 

/Those systems most frequently criticized as. having a 
first strike capability, are: . ' uv'.--;' . .*- 



which will be deceptively based 



among a large number of hardened aim points. It" will satisfy- 
requirements for, . {.1} multiple aim point, basing to redress •• 
"the increasing- vulnerability of silo based ICBM's; (2) greater 
payload.to somewhat offset the. existing Soviet throw-weight, 
advantage in new ICBM's and SLBM's- and, (3) the capability 
to attack effectively an expanded and harder set of targets. 

Through M-X development we seek. the ability to 
maintain a credible second strike Vhich is in fact that which 
deters a Soviet first strike. \ However,, the ultimate founda- 
tion of the credible second strike is in numbers of deployed. 
Veapons and not in the weapon system development. They are 
separable considerations. /. 

M-X multiple'aim point basing is criticized by some on 
the grounds that it is difficult to verify. numbers of missiles 
Y?e note that while this- may be true in . the general case, 
deployment constraints can be devised which permit high con- 
fidence counting even without: on-site inspection,- and that , 
on-site counting is quite reliable, in any event. Banning . 
mobile missiles is tantamount to-giving up on ICBM's, since 
it is only a matter—of time before the survivability of : U.S. 
silo-based. ICBM' s will be unacceptably. low. : Further, mobile - 
ICBM's, because of their high survivability, do not invite a ■■ 
first strike (there is no premium for striking . first) and .. 
hence represent . a stabilizing '.influence. ■ '■-:/•■■?■ 

4'. b- '.' Improved .Yield and. Accuracy . for MINUTEMAN.'. •;• • ';"/;•>' , •'' 

-' MINUTEMAN III is being improved,' 

/These are interim 
improvements to redress throw-weight asymmetries and maintain 
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o^MT^ri-vAV rr? lence pending the availability of M-X. Numbers 

Mli.UicMAN III are inadequate, even with improved accuracy 
and hxgner yield, to represent a first strike threat. 

c. MaRV (Maneuvering Reentry Vehicle) ' 

_ _ MaRV's are potentially applicable to any ballist^r 
missiie. iney have two applications. One is for evadin^ 

i^tZ^rlly 1 .^/- th = ° ther ' " f ° r inpr0vi "= ° vera11 



■ As .with other weapons systems or components, this 

development does not threaten any adversary/ Further, deployed 
quantities can satisfy, potentially only one of the three 
essential criteria for a fir-st strike. 

d. Bombers and Cruise Missiles. '•• 

t ' T 5 eS u re P resent no conceivable first strike -potential " 

because of the long flight times involved. * - 

.2. Subjects" -of Concern - Verification . '. • 

. a. M-X: Discussed : above under first strike. 

;-■ b. Cruise Missiles: Two cruise missiles are currently 

r?i?»^ an<r S *? CV ™°,?2 ent: the air launched cruise missile 
(ALCM) and the TOMAHAWK sea launched cruise missile. The 
ALCM, deployed on B-S2s,. could significantly enhance bomber 
force effectiveness by diluting Soviet air defenses, supple- 
menting penetration range, and providing increased overall 
targeting flexibility. There are two versions of the T01WS-W" 
The conventionally armed anti-ship TOMAHAWK will provide the 
Navy a mucn needed capability to insure that out ships and 
submarines will not be out-ranged by potential adversaries, 
The nuciear armed Land Attack TOMAHAWK could be deolcved o- 
submarines surface ships aircraft , and mobile land launchers- 
xor tactical or strategic attack. 

Both ALCM and TOMAHAWK are highly accurate ^lexibl- 
inexpensive weapons They arc small, aerodynamic vehicles 
that fly at hip subsonic speeds at very low altitude ma'or* 

SS?nJ C ?' dl ? f2CUlt , t0 detect and destroy. They use common" 
T^kCwM terrain matching guidance, system turbine engine 
nuclear warhead. ** ' 



■ © 

t _,-j t j s expected that a "decision will' be made in the next fev: ' 
; .- months on whether to enter engineering development with 

either ALCM or TOMAHAWK or both. ■ • • • .. / •--■•-;>:, 

If . cruise missiles are covered in future SAL agreements, 
; there, could be two aspects of compliance verification to be 
addressed. The first aspect could be verification of the 
total number of cruise missiles deployed or in storage and 
.., • • the second could involve limit's on range of the missiles. ... 

'"- .- :•) 5 
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- '-. there is no known adequate technical basis for veri- ' 
Hably ..constraining cruise missile range. For example, some 
current Soviet missiles, with substantially less range than 
the potential U.S. cruise missiles, are physically much larger 
than the- U.S. cruise' missiles would be. An overriding con-* 

;sideration bearing oh the problem of limiting cruise missile 
range is the fact that the geographical distribution of Soviet 
targets raqpires a long range for U.S. cruise missiles ■ 
whereas" heavy coastal population and industrial concentration 

..in the United States permits attack by short range Soviet 

•cruise missiles. There- is no realistic way to differentiate, 
between tactical and strategic cruise missiles,- 

3 .^Subje ct of Concern - Threats to Soviet. Strategic W ar - 
" ••• i'feU'i.fl-ft Ca pa bilities -~ T ; ; " ~^ : ; 

• ~ ; : '.a. U.S. Offensive Systems: Discussed in 1. above. 

b. ABM: We have no deployed ABM capability. We have a 
program (~$200M) in advanced component and systems technology. 
.No .-weapons system is under development. ABM R$D has the- 
J.?ll°M in S objectives which. represent no threat to any Soviet 
strategic war-making capability: 

■ t "Maintain a capability to develop and deploy an ABM 
v system should one be required for defense' of ICBM 
. forces, C 6 systems, or other high value targets. 




-' Maintain the U.S. lead in' ABM technology through 

investigation of advanced components, technologies, 
. and systems concepts that could yield a technology - 
. ■ cal breakthrough. .. ■■-;.■„ 



c. Space Defense : • 



SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIALS ■ ' < 



Issue: Does U. S. run short of special nuclear materials foi* ""' 
. its weapons? 

1. Sub j ect j ' . " 

The tern special nuclear materials (SNM) , consists o£ enriched 
-uranium, plutonium, and tritium. ; "" """ " 



• : ; 2. Background j 



o There are two alternatives which may be considered: 



0* 



t 



o I • 



0 ERDA has "raothballed" capacity |_ 

3. DoD Position (U) 

N/A .: , ■ •-. - 

4 . Current Status \ : \. 



5-- F unding 7 CU] 
K/A 
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SPACE DEFENSE 



I* Subject 



2. Background 



3. DoD Position 



J 



h. Current "Status 



5. Funding (Millions) 
^ 76 S Prior 

; • 9.2 " 



77 



7S 



n -° . L 



"79 '80 Si 



! 



. .. ;'.-":.V *H!GH ENERGY LASERS 



■ ' » 1 .. Subject of interest ^ , 



■..■i j.. . . 



"2. Dadcg round ^/ 
dev ? ?cpS„ e t P s r :ig'r '» BSMtia "" i " th= exploratory and' «rly advanced 



C3- 



than°u^! c t oord e 1 naUon"ou! ~ ^'V-* ^ ha, a .troaoar" ' 



3-- DoD Position ^ ) 

r 
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ff } KATO AIRBORNE EARLY NARKING (AEN) AI RCRAFT . ' 

• i. PROBLEM: NATO has a need for an airborne early warning aircraft to 
provide the key element in establishing control of the air envii.cn- 
tsent wharever NATO forces are engaged. "~ " 



Tri-Major KATO Cossmandero requirecaitt has been stated for a force of 
these aircraft- A decision on this natter vill have to be made duri-.p 
the Feb-May 1977 tins f raise. 



II. BACKGROUND 



Since 1973 the D3 has proposed that NATO accept the USAF E-3A AUACS 
(or a derivation thereof) as the candidate aircraft to satisfy the 
Tri-Major KATO Coraanders ROC for a force of NATO Airborne Early Nam- 
ing aircraft. Several different NATO consittees , study groups, and 
steering coinaittees have been formed to provide recoircaendations on 
aircraft type, configuration, force size, ground interface modifications 
with NABGE, Strida II, UKADGE, and 407L/412L. "~ "" " 



. .. _ Other NATO nations such as Norway" and 

Netherlands have expressed_strorig support, but 



The cisst recent egression of NATO on this, natter' vas. at the 8 Dec eraser 
1976 NATO Defense Planning Concittee meeting. .At that roee ting the" NATO 
Defense Ministers reaffirmed the Importance of a NATO A EW •■force and agree 
to a meeting of high level experts in early January. 19 77 to ezaiidne^finan 
cial aspects to be followed shortly thereafter by a meeting of Defense 
Ministers to decide whether or not to proceed. 



DoD POSITION 
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. NET TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT — U . S . V3. USSR RDT&E 

Subj e ct of Interest : The relative capabilities of tha U.S. anc*. 
USS?. for performing military RDT&E. 

2. Background : ^ _ 



These analyses' show the USSR outspending the V'.S. in " 
military RDT&E for at least" the last, six years. 

More substantive comparisons take into account differences in RDT&E 
style (e.g., willingness to innovate), market base for technology 
advances, and relevance to system mission capability. A judgmental 
assessment has been made taking these factors into account, and 
indicates a comprehensive pattern of improvement in the quality of 
Soviet military RDT&E. ' Although U.S. technological quality 
"generally continues to surpass that of the USSR, the combination of 
Soviet quantitative advantage and quality improvements is of serious 
concern to future U.S. national security. 

3 * DoD Position: The U.S. leads overall in military technology, and 
needs^to retain the lead to maintain — at reasonable cost — a military 
balance with the USSR, so as to deter global conflict and deter or 
win limited wars. The U.S. has an inherent advantage, in that 
advances in several militarily" important technologies are jointly 
supported by the military and commercial markets (e.g., aircraft gas 
turbines, semi-conductor and integrated-circuit industries, and 
computers). There is no counterpart to this joint market support in 
"the Soviet Union. Soviet RDT&E effort in the past has generally 
emphasized continuity of effort and increraentalism, but in recent 
years ^they have shown that they can pull ahead of the U.S. if there 
is no U.S. commercial base and DoD does not support technology 
advances (e.g., chemical warf are) . Today, Soviet military RDT&E 
exhibits increasing willingness to invest in high-risk technologies 
with potentially great payoff in military applications. The U.S. can 
beat the Soviets without commercial support if DoD chooses to do so 
(e.g-., air-to-air avionics and military space systems), despite the 
advantages Co Soviet intelligence from the U.S. open society. . 

4- Current Status : The U.S. has shown the Soviets that superior 
technology can offset numerical advantages in materiel and personnel. 
Declared Soviet science/technology policy is to surpass the U.S., 
but they have signalled key deficiencies by aggressive attempts to 
transfer technology from the U.S.Jj 
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-. - - ' . . However, 

tnera are gaps in our understanding of some Soviet mitltary RDTSE 
activities, -which appear to be related to vital mission areas of 
U.S. forces. Three steps need to be taken to 'avoid technological ' 
surprise: . (1) Continue to monitor and assess Soviet RDT&E 
activities and their potential relationships to the military balance 
(2) Maintain a vigorous R&D effort to generate technological options 
in areas where our vulnerability is uncertain and risk of surprise 
is great. (3) Maintain a persistent and coherent program of RDT&E 
for advancing and exploiting militarily important technolocy areas 
where U.S. is strong. In addition, the U.S. must develop new 
strengths for application in selected aission areas where Soviet 
efforts are creating an imbalance. 



Budget Related Issue 
CHAIR HERITAGE 



Issue: ( u ) The Navy has been prevented by. Congressional action fro 
continuing the Chair Heritage Program at^ '"J"! funding levels. 

History: I " "" 



- — — . _.. _ _ .._ _ The Fiscal" " 

1977 request for authorization contained an Exploratory Development 
and an Advanced Development project in support of Chair Heritage. 
The Advanced Development program, budgeted at $3.4M, was to° 
initiate the development of an Advanced Test Accelerator (ATA). . . 
These funds were deleted by the Joint Committee on Armed Services 
pending recommendations from a review of the Chair Heritage pro- 
gram by the JASON Committee. * ■ - 

(U) The JASON Committee completed its study and reported favorable 
regarding program continuation. -The results of the JASON review 
and the proposed program were presented to the Congressional staffs 
and a request for approval to proceed was sent to the HASC. However, 
HASC concurrence has not been received. All FY 77 funds are deferred 
pending resolution of this issue. ." 

Position: (U) HASC - Current position is not known. Impending meeting 
with HASC staff may clarify situation. ' 

ODDR&E -jTZZZZI ZI T ~ ~~ -i— 

Impact: (U) Delaying this program for . -more than a year will break' up 
the leading team in Lawrence Livermore Laboratory and delay the 
answers needed to establish the feasibility of the use of this machine 
as a viable weapons system. 

*A DARPA Advisory Committee .*. . " 
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' CAKHOH LAUKCUED GUIDED PROJECTILE COPPERHEAD (CLGP) 



The Amy lias been in- Engineering Development sin.ce 1S75 
oa a 155:= Cannon Launched Guided Projectile vith terminal homing capa- 
bility, and has the program on contract to Mar tin-Marietta. The 'liavy 
has also been doing- similar in-house work a 5" projectile for ship- 
board use and more recently has done work on an 8" guided projectile. 
DoD has continually stressed commonality of the Navy 5" and the Array 
155mm rounds, | -. .- 



._ _. • Oa the other hand, the House Armed Services 

Committee has continued to reduce Army funding for COPPERHEAD thus 
delaying the program, while directing that more comconality studies be con- 
ducted. 

2. Background: Martin Marietta Aerospace and Texas Instruments Incorporated 
were selected in February 1S72 for participation in Advanced Development. 
During this phase the major subsystems of the COPPERHEAD (CLGP) ware gun- * : 
fired to determine survivability. Tha two contractors, with different ; 
design concepts, were authorized to enter, into the Validation Phase cf 



j Advanced Development in September 1973. 



: __ jDSARC II was held' on "19" June ^"1975," resulting in "authoriza- 

tion to enter Full Scale Engineering Development. Martin-Marietta was 
awarded an Engineering Development Contract on 25 July 1975. The contract 
codification for the restructured contract, .necessitated by Congressional 
reduction in FY 76/7T was signed 25 Jun 76 and increased the program by 
$5M. A task force chaired by DDR&E with /army, Kavy, and Marine Corps 
members, conducted a guided projectile commonality study during May thru 
Sep 76. This study was completed and forwarded to Congressional Armed 
Service Committees on 27 Sep 76. The task force recce-mended that both 
5" and 155mm guided projectile development should be continued. In 
view of the above, the Aray was authorized to initiate Producibility " 
Engineering Planning (PEP) on 15 October 1976. The EASC subsequently ' ' : 
held up PEP and approval to initiate it was given to the Army on 3 December 
1976 with liability limited to $350,000 and efforts to stop at end of 
February 1977. . . •• : - 

3. DoD Position: ' ~ 



\ 



\ 



2. 



/ 



4. Status : 



0 



v. 



IMPACT OF. PROCURE!.S;NT CHAN'GES 
ON TtE F1S 



1. Problem : The F1S prcgra.-: 



L .__._„ 

2. Bad: "round: 



3. DoD Position: ; 

j 



/ 



4. Current: Status: The PBD's reflect tliese chanrcs 



AIR TO AIR MISSILE INVENTORY 
1. Problem: USN and USAP fighter aircraft are 



2. Background : A number of factors have caused a shortage of air-to-air 
guided missiles. The Wat in Vietnam caused expenditures to be high .-' 
both for combat, and training, the increasing cost of new missiles . 
results in reduced quantity buys, and the low missile kill probability 

. translates into a requirement for more missiles to meet substan- . 
tially the same threat. In addition, development programs for 
new missiles (AIM-7F and AIM-9L) both ran into problems which 
resulted in delays and further exacerbated the inventory, problem. 

3. DoD Position: 



f_ . For the immediate future, we must strive to develop a 

».*■.■ 
new generation of missiles which (a) are more affordable by virtue 

of lower' cost of acquisition and ownership, (b) have a higher kill 

probability so that we need to procure them in fewer numbers, and. 

(c) can be developed on schedule j' 



Current Statu- 



j These missiles will be joint 
(USN'/USAf) developments . .^'7 : = 



OCN^NTJONttL AIRFIELD ATTACK MISSILE 



Problem: Co we need a Conventional Airfield Attack Missile (CAAM)? 

jta ckground : The combination of the Warsaw Pace Air Force nunbers 
disparity coupled with their opportunity to initiate an attack 
against R'd'O air bases continues to be" a difficult problem. Our 
effort to counter the Red advantage has in the past included 
sheltering of our aircraft, deployment of ground and air defenses 
and providing a conventional strike second capability utilizing, 
attack aircraft. The interdiction of Tact Main operating air 
bases (MOBs) is difficult because- of the combination of defenses 
and weather, j *" "~ 



J 'The prime" candidate for the CAAM is 



EoD Position: 



Current Status: The PBDs reflect the Del) position vith 
initial funding established in FY VS. 




... GENERAL SUPPORT ROC MET . SYSTEM (GSiiS) 

2- Problem: I 



2 * Background ; The GSRS concept has been ex? stent in Jrscur^ 
since 1973. Army Joint Working Group (JVG) was estebV: shod in" February 
IS7h to assess the need, for a GSRS with a ceunterfire (counter-bat*-:- 
sir defense suppression) mission. The JWG conduct ad s prei i'm: nar^"' " ' 
technical and cost assessment of a multiple launch rocket svste-m bas^ 
on a threat provided by the USA Field Artillery School (FAS)/ in rntd- 
137^, DA -directed a study of. the Artillery Svf.te.-n (Task Force CATTLFK; ?!G} 
which considered two GSRS concepts. '"" " r 



fcr.i 



vroi_c» l ;i!.'iif.g cne requires pnysicai and performance characteristics of tru 
CSFxS. Using a representative target list, a Request for Proposal was 
released to industry in December 1975 to assist in determining the best 
technical approach (BTA). Five contractor- were chossn to assist in . 



i The JWG prepared a Letter "of Aoreemeiit' {10 k) which was"""-™"" 
approved by FA in September 1975. A Special Study Group (SSG) was 
subsequently formed to conduct an in-depth investigation of GSRS concepts 
and arrive at a recommended approach to fulfill the system .need. The 
threat was the impetus behind the requirement, end was a ma lor factor in 
determining the required physical and performance ch-ir.-^t«r^stic3 o* tV> 
CSFxS. " " 
rel 
techr 

•development of system concepts and to propose in-depth technical and . 
cost tradeoffs and program cost and schedule data, in addition, a survey 
of foreign rocket system technology was conducted for application. The'. 
SSG then proceeded with a Cost and Operational Effectiveness Analysis 
comparing the ETA to foreign^ existing U.S. and parametric systems. "~ 



DoD Position: 



- -A 



^, Th£ A ™Y is preparing for . DSAPC f 

/ • r^r?? P rP?r a ;."- H proved, contractual ..To- 

/ . . *n harch-Aprn 19/7. 
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IEFRA2SD 30KAGIKC 'SEEJCEI; 
(For Air to Ground) 



1. Pfobicas The Kir Force has raceivi* , ? :;-r,-cI to evter Engiu.r-ri'r 

Development witn the MAVERICK r.issiie with an I:=ir^d I=a*i^ S^I-er (lV) 
The Kavy cow agrees to utilise: I&VEttCK II?., while the Ar^ is not pre- " 
eently fully supporting develop t of a^acine meeker for KSLLTOE 



2. Back ground: Efforts have been on-going at the Army Missile Coaaand 
eince 1972 to develop an imaging seeker suitable far baliborae use on a ■■■■ 
small diameter missile. Contractors involved in this Exploratory Develop- 
ment have been Hughes and Texas Instruments. Paring the saraa tinefraae 
tne Axr Force has core enegetically funded an Advanced DeveiooMnt p-o~ - 
Cram with Hughes for a MAVERICK seeker. They are no:, ready for Engineering 

SEFTS T C0EaeaC ? in Aprli 1977 ' ^ supporting" 
EJLi^Oo and a non-naging seeker, is n-j;-- supporting MAVERICK Paging. 

3. DoD Position : j" ' • 



*• Status: Air Force starts ED in April 1577 or. IIR for AF/ 
Navy use. The Amy is working a very lew le^el 6.2 effort in FY 77, while 
planning a nominal 6.3 start in FY 7S for a HELLF1SE iraging seeker. . Joint 
operational tea ts are being conducted/ " - — 
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Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 5 



Technology Base Funding Increase 

Control of Size of In-House Technology Base Program 
DOD Use of Animals in Research 
Chemical Warfare-Biological Defense 
Chemical Warfare Policy 

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement (also on Enclosure 2) 
Weather Modernization 
Computer Software 
Bombers 

Briefing Paper (also on Enclosure 2) 
Ballistic Missile Defense 
High/Low MIX 
XM1 Tank Program 

FRG/UK/US Tank Gun Firing Trials 

NATO Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft (also on Enclosure 2) 
Test and Evaluation Efficiency 
Major Range and Test Facility Base 

TRIDENT I Flight Test Program at the Eastern Test Range (unintelligible 
w/deletions) 

Independent Research and Development 

Export of Technology ^ 

Standardization and Interoperability within NATO 

Human Resources & Manpower RSD 




TECHNOLOGY BASE FUNDING INCREASE 



!• .Su bject of Interest : The term Technology Bast: refers to the Defense 
Research (6. 1) and Exploratory Development (6.2) categories of the 
KDT&E budget, and part cf the Advanced Development '6. .3) category. 

2. Background: The Technology Ease constitutes approximately 20% ■ 
of the DoD RDT£cE budget. It is the foundation for' the KDT&E program 
and provides the technology options for nc\.- techniques, new systems 
and better manpower use leading toward improved military capability. 
The Technology Base contributes to the economic h-.: a 1th of the nation 
through commercialization of BfcD by-products. The Technology Base in 
performed in the in-house laboratories as wsil as thresh contractual 
efforts with universities, arid ih'du stryT "." ~ ~ 



The Technology Base effort decreased about 4.0 >- in terms of constant 
dollars beginning in FY 64. This trendwas reverend through increased ' 
financial support to the Technology Base beginning in ?r 76° This 
increase has been supported by DoD and the Armed Services Committees 
and the Appropriations Committees. 

3 - "ggjLgss.itton: The Technology Base is our four.daUoa for the future 
security of the nation. It has given us 'some nob?b?.c firsts La military 
capabilities,- including initiatives in laser systems.- .improved jet endues, 
unproved aerodynamics, advanced simulators for u-:,d.-r»--= aduat'c niict 
training, improved materials, night vis i on device::, c.o.rmr.ui:leaiious ' 
t echnology and reduced mortality for the combat hrj:.-se<3. " 



Current Status t The PPGM specifies an increase In Research f6*. ?.) . 
of a. minimum of 10% per year in constant dollars through FY 30 and, 
further, that Exploratory Development (6. 2) shall not be decreased • 
below the FY 78 budget request in constant dollars in FY 79-33. It - : - 
goes on to specify that the percentage of 6. 1 achieved in FT 80 to the total 
HDT&E budget and the percentage of 6. 2 achieved in FY 78 to the total '". 
HDT&E budget willj>e maintained as the minimum guidance level in 
cubsequent years. 

L- ... ".V.~ ~ .". ' ". * cC!) 

._ '. ' ' . *." ' This . . '. 

increase will continue the trend toward re invigorating our Technology- 
Base program and will -serve as tangible evidence of a renewed commit- 
ment to technological superiority on the part of the DoD and Congress. 



. # ' _ Budget Related Issue 

CONTROL OF SIZE OF IN-HOUSE TECHNOLOGY BASE PROGRAM 



Issuej We are rcstructuri:^ the Technology Base program by decreasing 
the amount of work done in-house and increasing the amount done in 
industry and univer L-ities. 

Historv; The DoB Technology Base has three major participants (the 
in-house laboratories, induotiy and universities), each performing a 
unique part of trie overall program. Over the past ten years there. has 
been a decrease of approximately 40% in the level of effort' in the DoD 
Technology Base program. This decrease has been taken primarily in 
the university and industry programs while the in-house effort has 
remained essentially level. The in- hours portion had increased from 
approximately 23% of the tot:;}. Technology Base program in FY 68 to 
approximately, 43% in FY 74. We are restoring the level of effort as 
well as the balance between participants by increasing the funding in the 
program, directing that the increase go primarily io the university and 
industry programs and by a manpower drawdown of approximately 10% 
in the in-house RDT&E program. Our goal is to reduce the in-house 
portion of the DoD Technology Base program to approximately 30%. 

Position In FY76 the Air Force program was approximately 43% in-hcus 
the Navy 41%, the Army 6C%, fcnd, with DARPA and DNA essentially all 
contract, the overall DoD level is 38%. We arc continuing to control the 
in-house program by establishing a maximum level of effort for the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force, in FY 77. 
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DOD USE OF ANIMALS IN RESEARCH ' '"• 

f^SSLSLhSSSi ■ Pcrlo.diCc.Uy, ad.-erse public and Congressional 
uitferest to DoD using animals in research, esp-ciaily beagles, occurs... 

£?iLi££Y, : Annually in the Spring', several animal protective associations 
and Congressional rri embers reopen ;■-*. letter campaign which question:* 
the need for, the proper care of, and 1.1. o use of arimals in research. A 
• favorite tactic has been to associate t-ds compl-vlnt with a DoD program 
that is also judged unpopular or inhumane by other groups, such as ' 
chemical warfare agent development, and to use this as a basis for 
getting restrictions on animal use placed into Dob budget and authorisa- 
tion legislation. The constraints, however, are written -in a manner 
maldng them applicable to more than DoD and •.•.-■.e re than the unpopular 
program to which they are attached (i. . zYi F-u* rally supported rer-carchj. 



J? 9 J? Position: Testing using animals :■ r o?;£-:ora 
research in the medical and life sciejvc.s are: 1 , 
are used to the maximum possible. 



- for the conduct of DoD 
Substitutes for animals 



• . . . ..We comply v-.'.Uh ail la and guidelines regarding 

the proper use of animals. This -has been pubii:;'~r-d in DoD Instruction 
3216. 1, Folicy on Animal.- in. DoD RZtTi-Ji, Cli^cil Investigations and 
Instructional Programs. Without use of 2nim:aV- r r. testing, the RkT) 
programs to establish standards for humaa er-nK-.vare to'tojric substance, : 

■ combat trauma and blood substitute care, p ro a 2 and materials and 
new drugs and vaccines could not be cp.:a}itled for 'ra-isih u s ;e. ; 



'.V- 
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CHEMICAL WARFARE -BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE 



J.. Su bject of I ssue: Chemical warfare and chemical/ biological (CW/BD) 
defense programs. • 

2. t Background ' ;. -V ■■ .-. . ■ -V- : :' ' ' 

o Program Objectives: In support of current, national policy, these . 
programs are designed to maintain a deterrent to possible use of 
CW/BW against U.S. or Allied forces and to provide a retaliatory 
capability if deterrence fails. The emphasis of the program is to 
. : • provide the necessary defensive equipment and procedures to warn 
. of, withstand, and recover from an attack. The effort includes an 
.. . assessment of the threat and the vulnerability of U.S. forces. . . '/: 

o The USSR has the world's greatest capability =tq. operate in a 
; GW environment. 

" o The US retaliatory stockpile requires modernization to be credible; 
' mrgor improvements in the defensive posture are required. 

: o Strong Congressional opposition csdsts to the development of ' ■ 
'."/.■,: binary munitions (a new, safe packaging configuration where non- 

lethal components form the same toxic chemicals as the present 
' stockpile when fired) as a means of modernization; good Ccngres- 
._>"'■ sional support exists for an improved defensive capability. 

• _ o RDT&.E is general) y adequate; however, procurement of defensive 
;;v~" .- "equipment and troop training needs improvement and emphasis. 

3. Po p Po sition . ; '/ ' - * ""* '"• " "' ? . 

;'^;;.*<w.-o Supports effort to improve US forces capability- to operate in a' 
..•.•..••■'.chemical/biological environment; encourages Allies to follow similar - 
fj . . , course. . ; - ■■- ," : 

o Supports limited effort to modernize retaliatory capability. 

4. Current Status " '.'!'-;".*•;' : ; - ' •}.:'■■ '. ' •' 

v. .' o OSD guidance in PPGM and DPPG*emphasizes defensive program:;, 
. " both in RDT&E and procurement, while maintaining through selected 
. ; segments of general .purpose forces the capability of limited retaliation. 



♦Planning Programming Guidance Memorandum 
**Defense Policy and Planning Guidance 
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o The Department of the Army has completed one study, "Chemical 
Warfare Policy, 1980-1990, » prepared by the Strategic Studies 
Institute. A similar study is in progress by St anf ord Research 
Institute, using the same threat analysis and terms of reference, 
funded jointly by the Army and the ASD(ISA). The JCS is developing, 
under contract with IDA, a system for estimating chemical munition ■ 
requirements utilizing a two-sided vargame scenario based on an 
analysis of targets. The Army has a- similar effort in progress at 
the Concepts Analysis Agency. The Director (PkK) ha. completes ' 
a contract study with SPC Corp. analyzing chemical warfare program, 
issues. NSSM 192 which discusses current national policy alternative: 
is still outstanding. 



o Procurement of defensive equipment and training is 'being emphasized 
in both Departments of Army and Air Force; Department of-Navy con- 
tract study in progress to define scope and specific needs. 



. • • ■ Budget Related Issue 

•' i- \; CHEMICAL WARFARE POLICY 

1. jHMsclo£_k^: Long- standing Chemical Warfare (CW) policy is- 
no-first U£e of CW, maintain a chemical warfare capability to deter ' ' 
tne use of CW against the US or its Allies and to be able to retaliate in 

..kand should deterrence fail, and be able to protect the US forces 
against CW attacks. , 5 . 

2. Background : The above policy has been stated many time*, most ' 
recently in 1969 when the US relinquished any bioibgical warfare capability. 
In January 1975, the US ratified both the Geneva Protocol and the Biological 
Weapons Convention (BWC). The Geneva Protocol bans first use of CW 
only since all major powers retain the right to retaliate in-kind. The BWC 
binds all parties to continue negotiations on an agreement banning chemical 
weapons. ; 

A number of studies by the Department of the AqrvT-/- \ rv 

f P F- F \ ihn rr-c ■> M *--niy, J\i>lj{l^/x), Director 

(I LE), the JCS, and the Navy are in various stages of conslcfo- The 
Congress has requested the GAO to review the total CW policy "and post re. 



3. DoD Positio n: Supports extensive efforts to imnrcved protective 
posture through RLD and procurement and encourages Allies to "follow 
similar course; supports limited efforts to maintain a retaliate-, 
capability. . * . . ■ "■ ' 

^' Current Stains: 



OAD(ES-XS) 

29 November 1976 



- ■ : WEATHER MODIFICATION 

1. Issues: - . "' •.' 



a. Adverta nt Modification , Senator Pell opposes DoD involvement in 
weather modification, and has been instrumental' in involving the U.S. in a 
treaty to prohibit military weather modification... 



j- _ „)>» Ing.d vertant Modification. 



■ ^ Background : 



- - — - . .. There is 

public concern, and in some cases fear, that man's weather modification 
activities may cause unacceptable damage and human suffering. 

DoD has been criticized for its precipitation enhancement operations' over 
Vietnam. Senator Pell has pressed to restrain DoD from all research co- 
operations in weather modification. . . 

The U.S. is negotiating a convention, "The Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques. " 



The Congress has asked the -Executive Agencies to conduct research into 
•- stratospheric poUution. NASA and NOAA are tasked to conduct a research 
■; and monitoring program, DoD operates. majority of facilities that can : 

sample in stratosphere, but such routine sampling beyond DoD m^'^o-i 

• ■ • = : : - ■ ■:■ . • ■ •. •'. • ■ ■ 

, . 3. DoP Position; ' '"' • ".' '••»■ "^'\ - ' \\ \ -S-. ■ - 

>'V : " a » presently is not engaged in any classified research or op-ra- 

•tiona in weather modification. All DoD activities are reported to and 
published by the' "National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 



' \-7?f . COMPUTER SOFTWARE V'v.-. V'- : "' • " 

1. ■• Subject of Issu e: DoD spends approximately $3 billion annually 
in software development and test in new weapon systems, three 
times the computer hardware costs. Basic technology is mostly 
missing to improve the efficiency and standardization of software 
utilization. Congress has repeatedly cut the software technology 
begets, and the Services have been reluctant to properly fund 

i':u: programs. - _ ... • V 

2. Background: This problem is now receiving a concerted OSD- 
wide effort, including ODDR&E, OASD(C), OASD(IfcL); and DAR PA. 
Appropriate committees have been formed, a management plan 
drafted, and a DoD Directive 5000. 29 was issued on the Management 
of Computer Resources in Major Defense Systems establishing 
policy. Reviewr, and meetings have been held with key people in 

the Services and Congress to provide an understanding of our 
programs and to receive their support. A major effort in establishing 
a standard higher- order language (HOll) has been initiated. 



3* ' DoD Position! 



. v; ..„. ;v .. ^ 

Cu rrent Sta tu s : Y. r oxk in ibis area is slowly gaming momentum. 
Th* HOL standardization 5s proceeding fairly well on schedule, but 
must be closely watched. Coordination among elements of OSD is 
quite effective. However, much work remains to initiate the appro- 
priate technology work in each of the Services, . ..... 



OAD(E&PS) 
1 Dec 76 



in 



BOMBERS •• '" • : x \ '. 

■ : ". .. : .■/.•■>■ '.: :■. *. 



Iss-v:-: In. :hc iH.ssilo Age, why do. wrneed bombers? 

x.' Ai:^i2£±. ' • • ' '['■[ . •'. •■ ; ■ ' 

Bobbers remain the one leg of the TRIAD where* U. S. .still re- 
tains significant numerical advantage over its Soviet counterpart:" ' 
This advantage is in both hard and soft target kill capability. 
Bcnbers can be launched on warning arid dispersed. The boTuber is 
recallable after launch; it can be rerouted enroute; it can be 
used i:i different levels of conflict. The bomber can demonstrate 
U. S. resolve by adjustment of alert rate without actually entering 
into combat. Its long time to reach intercontinental targets pre- 
cludes it as a first- strike force. The bomber force is thus a 
stabilising fore-:-. . • . 

' ?,*' r-clcfi round ' ' ' ' : - ■ V;-'--""'- "■ ; :; : • ■' 

Continued improvement of Soviet air defenses make the strategic 
bonfuer , 5i job .increasingly difficult. . Since the 1950s,- the B-S7. 
Las bf'.en the backbone of the bomber force. Improved avionics and 
addition of air launched missiles (SRAM) has permitted growth capa- 
bility but the aircraft's basic technology is that of the 1950s.. 
■% Large radar cross section, softness to blast effects and its bomb- 
• ; ing and navigation system limit the continued potential of the B-?2. 

The B-l is scheduled to cuter the inventory in the early I9i>0s- 
Trie B-l will allow the continuance of the most- flexible leg of our 
Ti'UADj. the bomber, to maintain superiority over the Soviets -with ■ ■-. 
i';s improved penetration capability, low radar cross section, ."" 
su^orio- avionics, and larger and wore flexible weapon mix. 

£-■" DoVi Position •" " ■ ,-v" ■ • ' . ' •■ " ' 



r " ' Current. St atus . ... _ ■•• 

Sok'2 B-52 avionics improvements arc continuing where practical 
and necessary to maintain its effectiveness.. The development of 
the 3-1 is nearing completion. The great wealth of test data show 
that' the B-l -is ready for production'. • • 

• ^5. Funding (Millions) ' • • • \f 

f'j\ FY 76 7T 77" 78 ' 7£ 80 "181 82 

GOG . 129 487 j 

' Originator: _D?Rf,E 

• ■ _ Date: . V30, fcov«-.st\c.T 1 11 ? 6 



BALLISTIC" H ISSUE DEFENSE "." ■V^ 



I. Su bject 



.The Ballistic Missile Defense (BHD) program is comprised of two 
.' Complementary efforts — Tii& Advanced Technology program and the Systems 
.Technology program. .. : ' . 

.2. "Background ". ' • • ; V "•■"' •' -' 
.'■-./' 

Our BMD efforts are directed at maintaining a technology lead over 
the Soviets and supporting U.S. strategic offensive forces and Intelligence- 
Agencies by maintaining an in-depth understanding of BHD technology. 
These are sustained, broad-based efforts to investigate and develop new . 
technologies and concepts and to provide a systems technology base for 
application to various types of future BMD systems. With the deactivation 
of the SAFEGUARD system we no longer have a deployed CMD system and with 
■the reorientation of the Site Defense program we are not •developing an 
operational system. . ''-.-"."£-•■ "■ ' ".■■• 

The principal focus of the Systems Technology effort through 
"will be directed toward terminal defense issues. Modest efforts are also 
being initiated on a non-nuclear intercept capability that could 
complement a terminal system, and on a very low altitude concept 
applicable to the defense of a mobile ICBH force. These two new tasks 
wi 11 verm the basis for the future efforts and the level of funding for 
them requires consideration. V . 

: • "* ;.'■'" s 

The BMD efforts are the Army's only strategic programs. 



3« Do P Positi on 



k. C urrent Sta tus *' • '■'"•}:'.'".: '■' .. 7 "'■ '■ ■ 

Ke. o Funding level is inadequate In FY "/8 to properly support new tasks. 

o The BMD programs are the responsibility of the. Army. 

5. Funding (millions) FY 76 77 78. 79 §0 il 

Advanced Technology 97-0 . 102.7 

-Systems Technology 100.0 100.1 



high/low mix 

Problem: Is the High/Low Mix a viable concept for modernizing our 
forces'." 

Background: The Warsaw PACT presently has a quantitative advantage 
In weapolTsystems over the US and are increasing the quality of 
new systems' as they enter their inventory. At the same time, the 
US is faced with the problem of increasing weapon system costs. 
The High/Low Mix is. a force structure planning concept which attempts 
to offset these problems by procuring a small fleet of high-perform- 
ance systems ("High") to counter the superior threat, and a larger 
fleet of lower -performance systems ("Low") to counter the average 
threat. The concept has been implemented by either developing large 
numbers of "low" systems where we have a qualitative advantage, 
or to develop small numbers of expensive "high 11 systems for missions 
in which we have near parity of numbers. The 'latter approach has 
worked fairly well except th3t it forces a relatively fixed composi- 
tion because the "low" svstems are generally out of production. 



In May 1974, the Secretary of Defense told the SASC that he would 
approve expansion of the Air Force tactical structure frqm 21 to 
26 wings. if the Air Force could develop and field large numbers of 
missionized versions of the YF-16 Lightweight Fighters such that 
the total cost of the 26 Wing force would not be_significantiy 
greater than the previous 21 wing "high" force. 



DoD Postion: 



Current S tatus: The High/Low Mix concept is ^J"*^"*^ 
area plaiminF^nd Extended Planning Annexes which piovide force 
SScture estimates out to 15 years. Some examples of high/ ow 
mixes in which wc are developing low systems are the F-1S/F-16, 
F^14/F^18 A- 10, and FFG-7 Patrol Frigate. High system nixes 
being developed a?e the UrTAS/UH-1, XM-l/M-60, MH/COBRA, and 
MICV/M-113. 



XKL TANK PROGRAM 

1. ISSUE: ; XH1 Tank/Leopard 2(AV) Tank Comparative Evaluation. 

2. BACRGRQUUD : ' ... ■.* ' . 

a. The US Army and the FRG's Federal Ministry of Defense entered into " 
an agreement in December 1974 to make all reasonable efforts to achieve m»y- 
tZS S ^ nd " d f Zation ° n the »fl and Leopard 2 tanks. As part of this agree- 
ment,, the US Array confirmed its intention to test the Leop-rd 2, as nodifi-d 

re f ire * ei i ts » to the E o,e ground rules and constraints established 
tpitheSa and induce it in a comparative test and evaluation. 

b. The competitive test of the US Chrysler and General Motors XK1 proto- 
types was conducted during the period February-April 1976. The comparative 
test of the FRG s Leopard 2 (American Version) (AV) was conducted during the 
period September-December 1976. 

c. In July 1976 an Addendum to the 19//. agree^nt was awsroved which 
concerned the procedures to be followed in attempting to identify and "mpJif, 
areas of potential standardization in the XU and Leopard 2 tank o-o«rani 
Lajor areas to be considered were the main g-.m and munition, crkne, trad- 

. transmission, and fire control. b ' - C10CL » 



, n v f* J°l l0 ™?. W-»nth delay in the XHI program to permit the contractor 
to tesubffiit additional proposals based on the standardization addendum Chv y ,] L -, 
wee awarded the full-scale engineering development contract on Novnber 12 1976 



fte _ e * Access to SMI test results were closely controlled within the'Aray end 
OSD to protect the highly competitive nature of r rogrr.u. DD(T£E> evaluation 
o,: test results was performed by the assigned military staff assistant. D»(T^ 
assessment of test results, released prior to selection of winning contractor' ' 
was written in a generic sense. . * 

*' , The V ? is s ? b * &vXed t0 select by Kaxel; 31, 1977, either the Chrysler 
.pvopoaal or the FRG's Leopard 2»v) proposal for cont^ed full-scale e n£ Wr- 
ir-.g development.. ° 

'. g. Charges of lack of OSD and Army objectivity during test and subsequent 
evaluation of Leopard 2(AV) have been raised in the press and by DGA imfl ' r»»r*~ 
relatives. These charges have been manifested in press articles to the effect" 
that OSD has predetermined the US tank to be superior to the Leopard 2(AV); DG'i 
2 ^ i representatives have discussed their apprehensions concerning objec- 
tive T&E analysis with varietur Departments of State and Defense officials. 

3. RECOMMEND FT) I'OSTTTnw. • '. 



FKG/UK/US TANK GUI? FIRING TRIALS 

1. ISSUE: Relative effectiveness of US 105ina K68 gun with improved ammu- 
nition, FRG 120am) smoothbore gun and developmental Bnraunition, and UK 120mm 
rifled gun vith current and. developmental ammunition. 

2. BAatCEOUNn : ' . .. . '. - ■ •' . '■■ y] 

e. A FKG/UK/US joint evaluation of main arnwaant systems for Liain battle 
tanks vas conducted between November 1973 and August 1975. The overall ob- 
jective of this Trilateral Tank Main Armament Evaluation was to seek a decision 
*;n a common solution for the main armament of the- FRG Leopard 2, the US XMl, 
and the UK/ PEG Future Main Battle Ten:;. (PM3T) , The; candidate systems studied 
in the evaluation were the FRG 120ms smoothbore system, the UK 110mm rifled 
bore system, and the US lOSnra rifled bore system. 

b. The Trilateral Group recommended that production of the XMl be ini- 
tiated using the improved 105mm system but consideration be given in the X2-3. 
program to possible incorporation of a 17.0mm armament system at a Inter date: 
that the firj.-t lot of Leopard 2 be produced vii:b the lC5aas system but the 
Leonard 2*3 turret design optimised for a 120-^c a-nr-ament system; and that an 
optimal main armament system, giving consideration to both smooth and rif.led 
bore designs but based initially on the FRG ].20rca smoothbore system, be davc.0- 
cped as expeditiously as possible for the Leopra.d 2 Lot 2» 1-K5T, and possible ' 
product improvement of the XML. 

c. In January 1976, the Secretary of Defease approve;! the Arary's recov- 
raendatlons to initiate production of the XML with the improved 105mm gun system 
and plans for a cooperative development program for an optical tank main armame--. 
system for the long term future. The SecDef alfo requested the Army to asr ure 
that the production >3-fl design could accommodate a 120iea gun vith essentially no 

t change in the tank design other than the turret.. ■ 



d. A FRG/US July 1976 addendum t o original \?~-k UOU specified 1'RG a .id US 
would strive for maximum standardize tio~; Is tan': piograiK; to include eventual 
vec by both countries of 12Qv-«>. gun. A Janu?j;y 15, 1977. ciecisica date, '..-as 
established for selection' of the 120am gun Systran design- In July 1!J7£. the 
Xlil tank program vas delayed four months to parfiit US cc,--. tractors an opportunity 
to present proposals based on the s tan da vdizatioa agreeae^t. 

; e. Congress (11ASC) objected to delay in XMl program and passed a resolution 
to effect that XMl should be fielded with US 105am M68 gun. Further, the resol- 
ution stated the gun was not. to ha replaced until threat dictates need for large:, 
gun, and the 120mm gun proven, through tests, superior to the i05ima gun. 

■ f. FRG/UK/US conducted additional tank firing trials, November-December. IT 
to include UK. 120mm rifled bore designs, to supplement 1975 Trilateral data'a;.- 
ettempt to resolve FRG issues and relative merits of 120mm smooth and rifled !>• 

3. RECOMMENDED POS ITION: 1 



7-1 



Test and Evaluation Efficiency 



Directive 5C00.3 



I. J_ssue : Are DD(TtE) policies under OoD 

dS!! U Ji-! ,S 'I" Und ^ C pr °S ram delays, excessive costs, or both, 
oue to test requirements? , . w ^ " » 

l'rJ~^ JSj £- carr >' in 9 out < he directives which imolc- 

thl Biut P ! rt V! C ° rreCt deficiencf « highlighted by 

the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, testing beyond that required " 

cf <v,?2" I 61 " P r '? c 5 ICes {£ of ^n included in' the R&D pnase, 
of system, acquisition programs. The testing itself, and 
the correction of deficiencies uncovered in testing are 

ilisrir^i :;n;:: t ;; n : hc cost of the rdtse phas « ^ ^ . 

Thus, observations and corrective action* which urrf P r 



a'part of 



,w«U be^vailablc in February 1I77' ~ K ° f thlS tn *»v.f°rc< 



■ ■ jjcc.qm mended Pos i 



•.. " "■ wjoz KAHCa M7E test fac vlity EASE 

2" ' Compone nts. The Major Range end Test Facility Ease (HBiTB) 

is comprised of 2b DoD range:; and test facilities which are managed 
by t he Mili tary Departments and monitored for OSD by the DD(T£,E) 

■ . 

2. ' ' Intended Mission, Tus inVf/7; is e costly national asset: (annual 
1'OA about $1.7 billion including $732 million RDToIi) spanning the entire 
opectrum of physical and simulation environments critically needed -for 
effective testing and training. Containing tropical, arctic, coastal 
end high desert land areas, the facilities also include associated • 
airspace and water areas required for the wide variety of programs 
•supported. The vast amount of instrumentation, facilities and personnel 
involved in- this program constitutes a large investment that rcust be 
continuously upgraded and r.odified to neet new test pro- rain demands. 
Some of the facilities are extensively used by ncu-I>sls organizations, 
e.g., KA5A, rOT, FTJjL, KOAA, ttoa-Goverutyeat:. ". 

- 3. 2^!^.^1IJ1Z1J^;^ FT 19 73 budgets vex-e prepared by 

the military departments based on estimated future workload. An extensive 
OSD review, with OMB participation, injures that the budget reflects the 
minimum dollars and personnel needed to svprort user .requirements. 

_ _ Major Issu es. 



5 » Cur rent rro graai Status, The facilities are funded to provide . 

nil mandatory operating, oair.tenanca and improvement dollars. Improvement 
programs include efforts necessary to meet new requirements, increase 
efficiency or replace antiquated equipment. Assets are continuously 
reviewed for need and removed from inventory when no longer cost effective. 



TRIDEKT I FLIGHT TEST PROGRAM AT THE EASTERN TEST RANGE 



'ISSUE; Tests associated rith tba effect or: the TRi'UEirr I (C-4) 
missile upon activation of the missile Flig'ut reraise ti on Sysvcn 
(FTS) will be completed in March 1977." 

♦ ~ 

2. ^BAC KGRO UND; Irs prapa«it:ioi\ for XI:ir-;-:«rj.- X (c~A) aissilc flight: test 
initiation on the Eastern Tent P.:.-..;;e., the i'.:.vy conducted a static firi 
test of the first booster stare end activate:' the FfS of the TRIDENT I 
(C-4) missile in June 1976. When the FIS was activated, detonation 
resulted. 



_ The DDR&E decision did act £pecif?v Lcti'.::<:> t.o be taken if the 
d guons trat ion tests resulted iu. detonation. 

3. . REC OMMENDED POSITI ON ; \" 



IKDEPtflUBKI .RESEARCH AMD DEVELOPMENT 



Irsue: To develcp a iiisans of satisfying the objectives of IR&D and E&F 
which can ba supported by th^ Su-gcutive Branch, the Congress a:id the 
ladu: try. .♦.*•.■..■ 

Fac fcgroir.vd i Industrie?, firr:? ;erticularly those, in the higher technology 
product area a jnust en;;;^e in -:e>i:;ical effort whose objectives include 
developing and maintaining a competition f-osture in chosen product areas 
, Ly advancing the technology earraloring innovative concepts in these 
: chosen product: areas. Part of the uffori. -ay be funded by direct customer 
technology contract.*: pyVViC 1 :'- r.-.'y An the c'afense environment. The balance 
ttcs.'j: be considered a nee asst./ coat of doing business and these costs 
oust either be expensed in the current: accounting period or capitalised 
for recovery in' later accounting periods. DoD has permitted defence 
contractors to expar.se such costs as overhead charges on defense contracts 
since 1959. The rationale and the grour.drules for such allowance have 
been the subject of contlntm;;- revie.v and analysis both within DoD ond 
vithin the Executive branch. H.-r rain ele^e^ts of Congress have rcy::.aterU.y 
eritised both the reclo-v.Ic r rhs a<.tri nitration of the IUMj/v.».r cifci.;. • 
end in recent years h=s izepo.- . : ccn.-rre:i.i:r.y regarding relevancy of tbe 
effort via anscadrienf. to the: r ; prist ion acts (see Section 203 of the 
defense Appropriation Acr. v:y.; A. /I, Public Lz\7 9I»4'';1). A further 
constraint on total dollars t.o La sI3o-.jed for recovery in LoD contractr 
has been threatened (Prcouair.-A . 

T ?nl) Position : Dol) :.=:- iwtaiu ■ O ■ ': iT.SB/r.fi? arc normal cost's of any 
business arm therefore are ;.j .:.«-. ■--able charges to a contractor's overhead 
' subject to certain restrict; 1 1 ns concerning relevancy ana amount of 
dollars allowed. The AS?H detail: -1 the contractual groundrules for 
IRftD/B&P allowance vhiie D; A incr.ructjon 5100.06 establishes the policy 
and procedures for technical evaluation of. relevancy and technical 
quality, 

. Cur r e vi t ft v. a t u s : . The subjecv. ■:• "' "SLC'! /}:•'.<'■: has i'Ot arisen in the. Congress 
since the submission by Del 1 cf the results of a' study regarding funding 
of IIWvD/K&P by lineitos: of the budget. This report forwarded' v.o the 
Helntyre and ?rc:asire £ubec;:y.r;.':tee;r. in April 1976 resulted frc.'j Joint 
Subcommittee hearings in Septv^.Vr,: 1975 called to discuss th-- results of 
a comprehensive, GAO study of IW; over the preceding two yearu. The 
concept of Line Iter. Budgeting and Contract Allocation of lib'.D/Uel 1 funds 
to major contractors was one of the rcco:.T;aendati.ons in the GAO report. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy is developing an Executive Branch 
on IRSrD for release as an 0J-3 Circular. '■ 




DDR&E 

Z Dec 1976 



UNCLASSIFIED 




EXPORT OF TECHNOLOGY 



1. issuer High technology transfer to the Bloc countries, either directly 
or via our Allies, is of deep concern to DoD. Past technology transfers 
and the expiration of the Export Administration Act during the last 
Congress resulted from strong differences of opinion on the value of 
present export controls. This was coupled with the criticism of DoD 
for inadequate allocation of resources to this problem. Arms Export 
Control Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-329) will require clear definition 
of defense articles" and "defense services" that will be subject to the 
provision of the Act. Also to be considered is the erosion of our 
competitive economic base resulting from unrestricted. exports of 
high technology. 

■'■ H >.::^ory: The transfer of high U. S. technology to the Soviet and Chinese 
D)oc is creating increased concern in the DoD and among certain segment 
of the Congress. During this past two years, various committees have 
been pet up by the Congress, the President, Commerce, Defense, St.-te 
and the GAO to highlight the various views. 



! 
I 



The Defense Science Board completed a study in Feb 1976 recommending 
a streamlining of the export control list to emphasize control of tech- 
nology rather than control of products as is now the case. DepSec 
Clements assigned DDR &E the responsibility to implement the recom- 
mendations and the AD (International Programs) has this effort underway. 
This is now a broad interagency effort. Primary focus is on the 
identification of critical strategic technologies and mechanisms of 
technology transfer. Some of the required improvements of the 
administration of export controls within DoD have also been identified 
pertaining to the allocation of additional resources to the export 
control problem. 



3. Imp act : The Congress failed to ortend the .Export Administration Act 
ckic tc lack of time and many unresoJ.ved issues. 



The accomplishment oJT these aims in timely manner 
requested by Congress- and Industry will de:n:,ud hi^h level DbD 
management attention and allocation of requisite resources. 



STANDARDIZATION AND INTEROPERABILITY 
■ ■> ■ WITHIN NATO 



. Problem : NATO's combat capability, military efficiency ami 
deterrence could be significantly improved through greater stand- 
ardisation and interoperability of weapon systems in the Alliance, 
Greater standardisation should also result in appreciable long term 
efficiencies in development, production, logistics, training, and 
>i«£antcnance. 

Background : The obstacles to achieving standardization of equipment 
in NATO are many. Most national procurement decisions are suf- 
ficiently large that considerations go beyond purely military aspects 
and cover such other vital national- level considerations as industrial 
production base, employment, technology base and balance cf trade. 
However, we are finding ways to deal with these problems. 

Generally, the most satisfactory approach to contending with domesti 
problems associated- with, standardization, is through licensed nre- 
duction of standard equipment in both North. America and Europe -- 
examples are the ROLAND II Short Range Air Defease System and 
the F- 16 programs. . 

. - - ^ 

Many of the benefits of standardization can be realized through 
ensuring interoperability of equipment- -for example, being able 
to service aircraft on each other's airfields, being able to com- 
• rjrunicate with each other, and being able to use common fuels 
and ammuni.tion. 

DoD Position: The DoD strongly supports NATO standardisation 
and interoperability efforts. V/'e- Joave strengthened the. DoD Yveapoa 
System Accruisition process to ensure that adequate consideration is 
given to foreign solutions, that U.S. systems are designed to be 
interoperable with those of our NATO Allies to the greatest degree 
possible and practical. We seek methods by which our NATO Allies 
will be encouraged to agree to U.S. solutions (e.g., through co- 
production opportunities) when appropriate,. .- 

Current Status: ■' 



HUMAN RESOURCES & MANPOWER R&D 



1. Issue: The House Appropriations Committee reduced the FY 76 
program request in this technical area by $Z0M. The Senate Appro-, 
priations Committee restored $iOM, 

2. Background : This technical area includes work in training; training 
devices and simulators; personnel, manpower, and contemporary issues 
(equal opportunity, race relations); and human factor?; in weapon systems 
development and operations. In reducing funding, the House Appropria- 
tions Committee questioned both the utility and priority of the RfclT. The 
Senate restoration was to enable the highest priority training and simula- 
tion projects to be continued. 

The FY 77 funding request for the five Prop-am Elements reduced by 
Congress in FY 7f> was held to the FY 76 budget req-.i&jt level, a sub- 
stantial reduction from the growth planned for this area. The area of 
Human Resources RfcD was separated into three categories of work: 
(1) the technologies for training, simulation, training equipment and 
human engineering. (2) a smaller effort in the personnel and manpewer 
area, ..and (3) a separate effort in the social science contemporary 
issues area. The purpose was to clearly delineate these three sub-areas 
of work so that they can be independently structured and appraised. 

•This action was successful since no across the board reduction rordc 
'by Congress in FY 1977. 



3. DoD Position: 



..... i .UlC . 

technology area has been xetitled to Training and Personnel Technology 
to emphasize program reorientation. 



4 * Current Sta tus; Congress has requested and the GAO has conducted 
a major survey of the area. The GAO report is expected to be released 
in January 1977 to the House Appropriations 'Committee. 



OAD (E & LiS } Jv-v 
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REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES (RPV'S) 



j. - - 

1. Issue : Remotely Piloted Vehicles (EPV's)< 

2. Backgro und: DoD has considered that RPV's offers significant capa- 
bilities for high risk missions in the area of battlefield surveillance. 
DARPA's 5-ycar initiating thrust in RPV's for military missions will 
conclude in FY 77. The three Services are each funding the types of 
RPV's pertinent to their individual needs, with a Tri-Service coordinate v ; g 
group aiid DDRScE guarding against redundancy and duplication. The 
Army (Aquila Program) is concentrating on a mini-RPV (under 200 lbs) 
for reconnaissance and artillery correction and- designation with 'the 
objective to provide to TRADOCan interim RPV system for development of 
the ROC' : '* for the full militarized system. The Navy is also pursuing a 

,rnir.i-RPV (under 300 lbs) to provide an ovcr-the-horizon targeting 
capability for Harpoon equipped ship.';. Since many of these ships are 
small and non-aviation rated, the RPV size is constrained to under 300 
lb.'? for logistics reasons.. The. Air Force has a long operational 'history 
with rnidi (300 to 3000. lbs) RPV's such as the BGM-34C for photo-re- 
coan a i. usance and electronic warfare jamming and deception. A large 
portion of their program is to increase the utility of these systems with 
engineering improvements. The Air Force expendable drone program, 
involving a midi-sized decoy and a mini-sized harassment weapon; was 
cut from $71v£ to $2M by Congress to keep these programs from going to 
full scale engineering development, ^believed to be premature by Congress 
The only maxi-RPV (over 3000 lbs) is the Air Force Compass Cope long- 
endurance, high- altitude, surveillance platform intended to carry all 
weather systems such as Sidelooking' Airborne Radar (SLAR) to provide 
tactical battlefield surveillance. Congress withheld $3M of the $6M 
FY 77 appropriation for Compass Cope until the Air 3?orce committed 
to a specific paylcad. In general, Congress has paid particular attention 
to the RPV programs. 

3. DoD Position: ! 



*Training and Doctrine Command 
^-'Required Operational Capability 
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4.. " Current S ta tus: Twenty A quite, airframes and two ground control 
stations will be delivered to TRADOC in the Spring of '77 for a six 
month evaluation leading to a ROC for the engineering development. A 
Navy EPQ** for its mini-RPV will be released this month and contracto 
selection v/LH be made in the Spriug <"> "'-977. The Air Force study on 
'the RPV control .-system, will fc-sgln in J-M ?. FT 77. 



* Joint Tactical Integrated Dr.ta Syf.i--.-m 
**Rcquest for Quotation 



Budget Related Issue 
ELECTRON DEVICES 



Issue : . The funding for development of electronic devices has de- 
creased over the past ten years in terms of real dollars and as a 
percentage of investment in electronic systems. Since these devices 
are key to the performance, reliability, cost, size and weight, of 
future systems, PDlvTguidance was established two years ago in- 
creasing the electron device budget. 

r . „:. 

History: The current PDM'directs an increase in electron device 
funding of 10% per year with FY 1975 as the base. In addition, the 
.Services were directed to establish device -Advanced Development 
Programs. The Air Force, Navy programs are in accord with the 
guidance. The Army has decreased device funding and the House 
Armed Services Committee (HASC) refused to approve their pro- 
posed Advanced Development Program start in FY 77. A Navy 
Advanced Development Program with a similiar sounding title was 
also cancelled by the HASC but the real device program survived, 

Impact: 



* Program Decision Memorandum 
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Budget Related issue 



REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES 
. ■ (PJPVs) . 



Issue.;-' 



1 Problems 
have been encountered in schedule slippages and cost overruns. ; ' 
RPV's have drawn considerable Congressional attention. ; 

History; The Air Force has a long operational history with midi- 
sized (300 to 3000 lb) RPV;;; for photo- -axv-onnai ssance and electronic 
warfare. They bave net needed b.j develop small radars and infrared ' 
jmagern for the 200 to 300 lb class of mini-RPV s the Army and Nav" 
intend to use. ; 



Position: 



rr - -•• - / The Air 



Force under PE 63739F is formulating the concept of an RPV n^ss-m 
^control system that is intended to be JTIDF* compatible. ' 



*Request for Quotation 

**Joint Tactical Integrated Data System 
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Budget Related Issue 



..S. IRRADIATED FOOD PROGRAM 

Subject of Issue; Congress has' charged the DoD to conduct the 
national RDT&.E program for the use of ionizing radiation as. a means 
of sterilizing meat products. 

Histo ry: DoD initiated R&D to study this approach for preserving 
meat products over a decade ago. After an initial period, it was 
decided to terminate the work. The civil sector and other Federal 
agencies also terminated like efiorts. However, Congress rejected 
the DoD proposal for cancellation and requested that it continue the. 
work even though it had no requirements for the products of the work. 
In 1974 DoD had brought the technology to a state where four meat 
products (beef, ham, other pork products, chicken) were ready to 
undergo testing to demonstrate acceptability for human use, per FDA 
standards. Beef testing was started. In 1975 the Secretary of the. 
-Army accelerated the test program by adding the other meats in 
simultaneous efforts rather than the sequential tests earlier planned. 
Congress was advised of the acceleration of the program. 

Budgetary Im pact: ;' 



L .- . Funding for all Service food technology 

R&D is an Army responsibility since they serve as the DoD Executive 
Service for tins effort. 



DoD P osition: 
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Budget Related Issue 

MANPOWER, PERSONNEL. AND CONTEMPORARY ISSUES 

l# J-l™* : . RfcAT raised serious concerns with regard to both the level 
of R&D effort allocated to Manpower, Personnel and Contemporary 
Issues and; 

tL - History; Concern over this technical area by the House 

Appropriations Committee staff resulted in a 25% reduction in the 

Human Resources program in FY 76. Continued concern by the „ 

Congress with regard to utility of R&D in this area is expected.' '■ JTfcC') 



■'■ Current Positio n; The Services have been requested to brief 
ODD(RfeAT) on their proposed FY 78 Tech Base programs in this area. 
The objectives arc' an assessment of the utility of the R&D, whether the 
level of investment and the expected return justify an annual investment 
of over $2CM, whether the planned program is correctly focused, and 
whether the program (or portions thereof) should, mo re appropriately 
be funded from a non-RDTwE account, . 



4. Impact 
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• Budget Related Issue 

FACILITY FOR PRODUCTION OF BINARY CHEMICAL WARFARE 

MUNITIONS 



1 * l2£. u J^: . The Department of the Army has proposed a loading, 
assembly, and packaging (LAP) facility for the new binary artillery 
projectiles to be constructed at Pine Bluff Arsenal, Arkansas. 

2 * Bac k ground: This facility was included in the FY 1975 procurement 
and Military Construction Authorization (MCA) request in the amount of 
$5. 5M. It was authorized by both houses of Congress but was deleted 
on a floor amendment during the appropriations process. It was in- 
cluded again in the FY 191 C budget request for $8. BM. ' After extensive 
.hearings it. was deleted pending further discussions at the UNGA Conference of 
t-bfe Committee on Disarmament (CCD). Because of this decision, no 
request was made in the FY 1977 budget in accordance with Congressional 
wishes to delay one year to allow further negotiations. No substantial 
progress in disarmament discussions has been evident during the cm: 
year delay. 

BtoB_F_os ii ion: ■■ 

t- ■ f\ \ 



4 ' fA^F^-L^Tt^ll.' Tho funding for this facility has been made the 
subject of an ASD(C) PBD issue and is being raised as a fundiu" ri- 
al OMB level.; 
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. • Budget Related Issue » 
SIMULATORS - FLIGHT AND NON-FLIGHT 



1. Issue: The entire spectrum of trainingand simulation technology 
has been marked by DD(RLAT) as an area for concentrated growth. 
Programmed increases for this area of technology have begun. 

2. History: OSD initiated an effort in FY 75 to increase the use of 
flight simulators to improve training, reduce costs and reduce use of 
fuel. Congress has in general supported the program. High level 
interest item, due to high leverage in terms of cost, reduction /performance 
effectiveness. 



3 * Current Posi tion : 

r ~ ' 



f 

4. Impact : 



i' The FY 1978 budget request includes 
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ARMY RDT&E DRAWDO.WN 



ilil^E • Tlie Army has agreed to a manpower drawdown to reduce 

its in -house Technology Base work and to increase its program with 
universities and industry. 

History: The Laboratory Utilisation Study which was completed in 
1975 concluded that the Army in-hou.se program in several areas 
including materials and electronics was too large. An agreement ■ 
was made with the Army to reduce its RDT&E in-house strength by 
2900 authorizations using end strength FY74 as the basis 'and com- 
pleting the drawdown by FY78. These reductions by fiscal year are 
as follows: FY 75 -903, FY76 -829, FY 77 -733, . and FY 78 -433. 
The Armyhas met its commitmesl-E- an of FY76, however, " " ; 



We have encouraged the Army to take the.se reductions through hiring 
freezes, attrition, and transfer of the manpower to work and funding 
in other arfias, 

F o sit ion: ! 

ODD(R^AT) is insisting that the manpower drawdown be completed ar. 
scheduled. .. * 
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■NAVY BLOCK FUNDING 



v ' rfi ar '~ encouraging the Navy to provide meet of their Technology 
3np« funds directly to their laboratories in large "blocks" without dis- 
tribution through. the Systems Commands. 

Hi»lor-r: The Navy Technology Base funding to the Chief of Naval 
Material Laboratories is distributed to the laboratories in two ways. 
Some of the funds are given directly to the laboratory by the Chief of 
Naval Material for work which has been previously agreed upon. A 
major portion of the laboratories' Technology Base funds, however, 
are provided through the Systems Commands for work which is primarily 
'supportive of the particular Systems Command. 



We h-.-ve encouraged the Ne-vy to block fund most of the Technology Base 
funds directly to the laboratories once the laboratories technical program 
lias been agreed upon by the laboratory, the Systems Command, and the 
Chief of Naval Material. 

Position: The Navy has proposed to "block program" funding to the 
laboratories. . 
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ELECTRONIC COUNTER COUNTER MEASURES fECCM) 



Issue: 



2i}.!Il f lL>l r The lessons learned in the Yom Kippur Israeli war indicated the 
need for a major__thrust in ECCM. There are several aspects to a good 
ECCM posture. ; ' 



.Positions; DoD Directive C-4600. 3, Electronic Counter Counter Measures 
Policy defines the tasks and responsible agencies with regard to threat 
.definition and evaluation of impact upon system performance. The imple- 
mentation of this policy is still being formulated. To create an ECCM 
PAvareness in the service laboratories, DDRfcE h:-;.s sponsored symposia 
on ECCM topics and has induced the Air Force to create Program Element 
637S0F-CCM Advanced Development. The Army and Navy technology 
base program element managers have been made aware of the need lor 
responsive attention to this subject. • 
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• • • . AIRCRAFT PROPULSION 



Mncussion: At the present tim- n>nro 

program of advanced develoomS^V J? n ° contir >uing 

technology. Increasing interest in f^ lai ^aft en Si»es 
and RPVs indicates a need f^ fn- drones, aerial targets, 
. nology. 3 need for actlve support of this techl 

The Joint USAF/%vy Technology Denton sti-.tr r , 
program meshes the I?avy effort., » ?± " 

work vith the larger rcla^^ro^amro'^r 
Axr Force, to tne benefit of both. ■ " " 



' „ I. Z»G3EC^.nd_J2r L vY • 



OAD/ET 
30 Nov 76 



LIQUID PROPELIANT GUNS (LJ=G's) 



fStea M?'»? US V r ?? a Servi «» Committee (rose) h- s 
0»»A> should E ^ri: y 1Sure a ef1^ts? h *° J>et - 



V.c.rk in the technoloav rvF tt-->- ' , 

f- cade P ri «r to abbut~1970, 'the level of"r>4~? V - r ' £or a 
low. m about 1970 the Ka-v Unf of effort wa« extremely 
support a u.ajor«ffort t ^; e S^.rf DARPA, decided to* 
■loaded propellant charoe deS?n Sf d on a bull: - 

upon the FY 77 budget observed that LP? ' «, h-* iD * C * J »* 

for oyer 20 years with little a^ n^ent \* Q "u* r • " £ * p *°^ d 
.therefore deleted the Naw RDT&e r^nn ^ome anci 
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composite hwsrau; 



BS^ Z , Showld teeiolofflr bare «u D *ort f«r R*r, Vr ... 
.traced composite nateriulc bo redistributed? ' 

£&S£U£.s(cais Current and plann*** r.^ ' - '' " ' 

encompasses wc-k x;i-h , cnsse materials 

reiaforcel by 5«DMto l~r£' ^f*' ° r mGtal matrices ■ 
tions of oroLfc (epo^) StSv ^ bDi '° n flbers - D ^str a - 
aircraft compon en ts l?*ve u^leS-T^' in ful3L scale 

and major structures tit f ? several years 

Air Force alone °"f? t3 ?? -J 1 ^ aircraft. The 

1961. L ^J P S^; °? tender* 

**»i*7 fir ^?rSrS^e P S^ r ?^? e :S * ' 

i.ecepted icr sttte-of-tha-arJ design * m ' "'^a?**^ 

Carbon matrix end j-tal m^iy ■ 

wore specialized but Vu-t ' f A " S Potentially fill 

fissile design. : - °-' 1 " al - Cil ^ ro1 *- in aircraft and 

[..._... " ' 



Mr^rcje. 
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TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS/ TOXIC MATERIALS 



X,. . Subject of Issue : Transportation and disposal of chemical warfare 
agents, missile fuels, some industrial type chemicals, ammunition, and 
similar items has become a public concern' 



2. Background:' 



t j The Environmental 

Impact Statement process mast be fully followed and become a part of the 
decision making process. | 



^3. D oD Position : The NEPA and all applicable laws will be fully followed, 

'4. Current Status : Planning is proceeding in accordance with applicable 
laws to continue movements necessary in the interests of national security 
or to improve operations. 
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■ ; \./.. . ; CHEMICAL WARFARE .-AGREEMENTS 

l \ ft bject ^nue: A part of US Chemical Warfare policy hes been our 
vallmgness to negotiate an agreement to develop an effective, 
verifiable bar. on CW. 

2 - Background: ArtieJe IX of the Biological Weapons Convention fJJWC) 
(ratified by the TJ. S. hv January 1975) binds all signatories to continue* 
negotiations on an agreement banning chemical weapons. The U.S. 
has negotiated in this area, particularly through the UNGA Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) for at least ten years. It 
has been the subject of a number of other Conferences. • 
The USSR submitted a convention to the UN in 1972 almost identical • 
to the BWC which contains no verification procedures. The major 
obstacle to date in all agreements is the definition of the chemical 
agents to he banned and reaching agreement en practical and effective- - 
inspection and verification procedures and ether safeguards. 

3. DoD Position: 



\ . 

4. Cu r r cut Status : 



L 
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NANSEN DRIFT 



Issue: Should the United States freeze a decommissioned icebreaker 
into the Arctic Ocean North of Soviet Siberia such that prevailing ocean 
currents will carry it across the Pole to exit near Greenland in about 
2 years? Project name: NANSEN DRIFT. 

Back ground: The Navy has been a strong proponent, for the HANSEN 
DRIFT project, pointing out the opportunity to conduct new research in 
the Soviet Arctic and to support political objectives of the United States. 
They estimate the project will cost $15 million over a three year period. 



NSF has been somewhat reluctant to undertake the project, probably as 
a ploy to force heavier funding support from DoD and other agencies. 
Hie project is supported strongly "by the National Research Council, the 
Department of State, and in principle by DoD, The Norwegians support 
the project. . . — 



3 * DoD Position: None. DoD needs to establish its position on NANSF.N 
DRIFT. Part of this decision is the level of financial support to p.- -ovule 
to the project, 
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NAVAL ARCTIC RESEARCH LABORATORY (MARL) 



• Ik sue; What .should be the future status of NARL? 

.2. • Background: The Naval Arctic Research Laboratory (KARL), Ft. 
Earrov.'; Alaska- is the only continuously operated U.S. research 
laboratory on the Arctic Ocean providing complete logistics support 
v.jt'l coordination of mission research .for the Navy and other govcmn^i 
agenci 'an. It is operated by a civilian contractor and is managed by the 
Office of Naval Research (CNR). NARL is a complete self- sustaining 
base facility on over 5, 000 acres of land consisting of over 170 buildings 
an airstrip, and modern laboratory facilities. The laboratory maintains 
a fleet of 6 fixed-wing aircraft, plus various over-land vehicles and 
water craft. In addition, NARL operates some 14 remote camps along 
the Alaska coast supporting research projects, 

. The operating budget of NARL is approximately $7. 0M par year, paid 
for from RDT&E funds. Other government agencies doing IXLzD at' 
NARL pi-ovide reimbursements but these, r ciinbu rs em ents do not cover 
their operating and logistics coots. The' Navy estimates that only lo'/c- 
of NARL activity is in direct support of DoD sponsored research and 
development. 

There is a continuing need for NARL as a Navy or National base camp 
on the Arctic Ocean, j 



?• ftfiRkE Pos ition; On IS October the Navy way asked to -.review th< 
management and financing of NARL, and to adjust RLThE funding at 
NARL to a level consistent with the I'e'QTctE worh. performed at NARL 
by 1981. . 



OAD(EfcLS) 

26 November 1976 



ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY GUN , ' 

Problem: An advanced rcctaoiocy aerial cannon is needed to enhance 
the capabilities of our tactical aircraft. 

£?Sl&I?l! : H : ?Ji® "SI C-«V":), which was developed many years ago, 
and the GA'J S pO-v=0 arc ih:: principal guni; pitied for Service use. 
Both the Navy and USAF have expended a considerable amount of worh 
trying to overcome the shortcomings of these two guns,' 



IMn?osnion: PaD wishes to continue development of advanced multi- 
purpose aerial cumins. 

^alJZ^L^^us: n'137f. funding f cr f» V , re gun development continues 
at a very modest jxice. ; 



TWO-PLACE A-IO 



Probl em: Why do -we need ?. two-place A-10? 
B a cl-. ground : 




DoD Po s ili on : 

r ■ - " 



Status: 



COMPASS COPE 



Problem: Should the COMPASS COPE program be continued. 

Background : COMPASS COPE was conceived by the Air Pore 
as a 3 ong- endurance, high flying, remotely piloted multi- 
mission vehicle. 



DoD Position: 



Current Status: The PBDs reflect the. PoD position, 



FUR/ LOPAIR' 



i« Ob ject of Issn-- .; Advanced chemical agent 'warning and detection 
HyKteroy; Long Path Infra.- Red (LOPAIR) an Army development and 
Forward Looking- Infra -Red (FLIR) a Navy development. 

2, Jl^^IpromKt: ' ' . 

o Program Ob v_-c lives: T-.< provide £ixj advanced ehsrmanj. :\f;ent dctcc- 
lion and warning system for combat use. 

o The Army has evaluated long path infrared detection methods for 
some years n active concept pursued from 1954 to 1965 was terminated 
in favor of a passive concept. Critical technical problems in discrimi- 
nation of agents from smoke, dust, and other intefurenccs have existed 
in the past. H^vnY.ver," the present passive LOPAIR which entered Advaoct 
development in January 1974 is believed to' have resolved these technical 
problems. "; '•' --. ; . . :■ r- 

o The Navy, while evaluating the FL.1R for fire control purposes 
(the primary mission}, discovered that technicians could observe 
emissions from incoming aerial targets, By the use of optical filter.?, 
some discrimination. c£ emissions can be made. ■ 

o Initially the KAS C*re quested a side-by-side test; this 'was fully 
planned, but not performed. Subsequently, the HASC requested tijiat 
LOPAIR be terminated in favor of FLIR but did authorize reprogramming 
for a side-by-side test. The Army did not follow complete guidance on' 
the funding for the side -by- side test. The HASC then, initiated a GAO 
investigation of aH expenditures. • '-. 

5. Pop Positions ' " ' '•' . - ,' 

• o\ 

en.. . 

Cli.r. r C"t Statue; The DoD initial request to the HASC to continue both 
developments was refused. 

* House Armed Service Committee ' .. OAD(E£cLS) 
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REACTIONS/ISSUES 



Outside ARPA Rea ctions/ The ARPA program has been well received by OSD, 
OMil, and the Congress. Presentation ef "thrusts" has been easily understood 
and the potential significance of the breakthroughs readily appreciated. 
Whereas prior to FY 1976, the total ARPA budget remained .essentially static 
at around $20014, this year's budget will be ! _J A great deal 

of enthusiasm has been generated for the program in the Services, Joint 
Chiefs o£ Sucff, the*. DDR&E, and the Secretary of Defense. 

K«iiagcir.:\:l Iss'ie:.. AHPA's ur.icr. :: p --ration in DpD and its determination 
*Lo~i:eijiain a. small !i;> rcl-hitti ng rese.-vch organisation presents a sot of 
management issues which mast he dealt with successfully to maintain the 
organization 1 s vigor. Some of these follow; 

° Staffing and Personne l Policies — There must be continuing manage- 
ment sensitivity to the np.ed for professional staff turnover. This 
is essential to the difficult process of creating new programs, 
keeping Program Managers who zic current in rapidly changing tech- 
nologies, and maintaining aggressive and vital programs. 



L ■ ■ 

o Program Transfer — Extraordinary and aggressive efforts are required 
"to develop" positive .mechanisms to transition results of AKPA research 
to the Military Services. There 'are no automatic or built-in 
processes or policies which assure that this happens—the initiative 
is with ARPA. It is essential that close; and continuing contact be 
maintained with Service Chiefs of Staff, Assistant Secretaries for P.&D , 
and Commanding Officers of Material Acquisition Commands (AFSC, KAVHAT, 
PARCOVi) by deliberately scheduled and regular briefings and meetings. 



The ARPA Image — Care and selectivity must be exercised to avoid' 
involvement: in research programs promoted by Service K&D organizations 
solely to secure AF.PA funding support. ARPA should recognise and 
remain insensitive to Service R&D --ad ODDR&E Staff members who per- 
ceive of ARPA as an "fnterf eror" with institutional biases' & objectives, 
They would prefer to see ARPA outside of the mainstream issues. The 
vitality of the organisation is largely derived from its mission of 
being the adversary, the risk-taker, the innovator, the outspoken 
critic. 



« Viability _pf D emonstrat ion Programs — for the first time, AR1V» 
baa established in FY 197£ a program element making visible nalo- 
new technology demonstration efforts and the relatively large 
iRcmircfiS they may require. Preliminary Congressional and OSD 
SioCi reaction has been positive, but critics may still raise the 
question, Why ARPA?". These technology demonstration programs will 
materially aid the transfer of technologies to the Services who 
mist ultimately develop the material or techniques for Service 
application Meaningful (as near full scale as possible) demonstra- 
tions have the effect of more clearly suggesting the potrntial of 

nev technology and help to accelerate the otherwise lor" 61 5 -■- 

material development cycles of Service prolan* . . The alvernativc'of 

ciiuply leporting research findings and speculating on their potential 

more often than not means promising results go unnoticed and are 

never considered or may be subsequently duplicated by the Service* 

or are subjected to long and frequent sub-critical exploitation attempts. 

o .Technology Assessments — The Technology Assessments Office va* dis- 
established at the end of FY 1976. Those efforts undervay which ve-r* 
rentable to the other technical offices were transferred' 1.0 those 
slices. In the future, technology assessments will be .undertaken 
as part o- the technical office function to examine and coaoare the 
U.S. and foreign technology base and create new initiatives' for the 
Office. Those technology assessment efforts which are of broad ARPA 
or DoD scope will continue under direct management of the Director, 
ARPA. 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS) 



Three issue papers were prepared by the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Legislative Affairs. The 
issue paper concerning "Congressional Limitation of 
Legislative Liaison Activities" is released without 
deletions. Portions of the remaining two documents, 
DoD Legislative Program for 95th Congress and 
Congressional Travel, are denied under the provisions 
of 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5) as they provide opinions and 
recommendations in the context of interagency corres- 
pondence. Public disclosure of the recommendations 
and comments would inhibit the essential exchange of 
future staff comments and advice which could severely 
hamper the decision-making process. The Initial Denial 
Authority (IDA) for these documents is Mr. Harry E. 
Bergold, Jr. (ASD(LA) ) . 



CONGRESS I CNAL L I H ! TAT I OiN OF LEGISLATIVE LIAISON ACTIVITIES 



SUBJECT/ISSUE: 

There is a funding deficit for the legislative liaison function 
of approximately $3 million for FY 1977- 

BACKGROUND: 

Section 728 of Public Law 3k-h\k, Department of Defense Approp- 
riation Act for fiscsi year 1977. imposes a limitation of $5 rr.ill.cn 
on "legislative liaison" activities. The budget program presented 
to the Congress revested 57-9 million for this function. Conse- 
quently, a deficit of approximately $3 million remains. The funding 
limitation is based on the allocation of personnel and personnel 
costs to specified categories through the use of definitions that 
were developed jointly by the DoD and the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. The Senate supported the full amount of the Department s 
request, but the House did not. The $5 million amount was determined 
in conference. 

DOD POSITION: 

Th* ASD/LA is working with both cf the Appropriations Committees to 
secure relief through modification of the current definitions and 
consequent reallocation of personnel. Should this initiative prove 
unsuccessful, two possible courses of action remain. Additional 
funds could be requested through a supplemental appropriation or the 
personnel cuts dictated by the limitation could be imposed. _ The 
magnitude of the reduction that would be required in following the 
latter course of action (in excess of one-third of the Department s 
Legislative Affairs work Force) would, In all likelihood, severely 
impact our present capability to maintain effective working relations 
with the Congress. 



v . DOD LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR ( ) 5 TH CONGRESS 

1. SUBJECT /ISSUE: Excluded, :rh K >-■::> FOiA 



2. BACKGROUND: 

Except for several major proposals recommended for the President's 
legislative program, the DoD Legislative Program does not attempt any 
prioritization of its sixty plus components. The Department's initial 
program list for the first session of the 95th Congress (attachment 1) 
does not address the issues of how, when, or under what circumstances 
the individual proposals, if cleared by OMB, will be ushered to and through 
the Congress. In the past the Services and OSD elements sponsoring partic- 
ular legislation have worked separately for passage of items they deemed 
the most important. 



3. -DOD POSITION: Excluded, 5th Exemption FOIA 



■ pop Legislative pro-ran ^ ^ 

Port I, President's Prorran 



DoD Appropriation Authorization, FY 19T3 fil^^ 
DoD Appropriation Authorization, FY 1979 ^ . \j 

Military Construction Authorization, FY 197S 
Uniformed Services Retirsr.er.t Modernization Act (9^-^) 
Defense Officer Personnel Management Act (9^-5) 
Reserve Officer personnel Management Act (9^-6) 
Reserve Retirement Modernization Act (9^7) 
Enlistment and Selective Reenlist-ent Bonus (9I1-II6) 

Part II, Other Depart ner.t of Defense Proposals 

A. Readiness and Total Force Zr.har.cenent 



Be serve, require 91 days active duty before transfer to 
Stand-by Reserve. (9^-10) 
Ready Reserve, authorize assignment of certain persons to 
Reserve Technicians, authorize extended retention. (9^S) 
Officer Candidates, authorize financial assistance vhile 
attending college. (9^-115) , i M 

Roquire six year cblizaticn for female members. (94-13^) 
ROTC, tvo year course, remove limitation on scholarships. (9^-15 )** 
Authorize additional Army ?OTC scholarships. (9--i°) 
Authorize Service Secretaries to establish enlistment qualifications. 

Authorize exchange of equipment, services emong NATO countries. (cUlUl) 
Authorize furnishing of routine port services - on a reciprocal^ 

basis - at no cost to friendly nation and NATO vessels. (?t-r9) 
Allov Service Secretaries to determine frequency of Guard inspections. 

(9U-92) 

Reserve Officers, rer»ve requirement of ordering to active duty for 
training for not less than 3 months. (9^69) 

B. pay and Allovances 

Eliminate dual compensation of GS civilian/reservists. (9^-111) 
Revise Cadet/Midshipman pay policies. (9^-3.09) 
Reserve Benefits Omnibus Legislation. (9-- 12) 
Amendments to Aviation Career Incentive Act. (9^-70) 

Increase rates of sea pay. (9^-93) , . . 

Family separation allowance for and belov vith dependents. (9^27) 

Renave limitations on trailer moving allovances. (9^2c) 
•RSFPP adjustments based on C?I increases. (9I+-I21) 
EG LI, increase coverage for Cuard and Reserves. (9^13?) 
Additional retirement credit for certain reservists. (9--13) 
garters allovar.ee, authorize reimbursement to ship- cased perscnr.ei 
<when on-board quarters temporarily unavailable . (9^-12^) 



Civil Service retirement, credit for military service. (9'^-99) 
MiA's, make PL 92-1*77 retroactive to February 19ci, (9U-25) 
Dependent students, euthorize travel and transportation overseas. 
(94-23) 

Transportation allowances on consecutive overseas tours. (94-2- ) 
Travel and transportation of separating civilians under mobility > ^ 

/agreements to home of record.. (9^-31) , \S>' 

. Travel and transportation allowances for civilians separating |J>- 
and remaining* outside the COITUS . (9*- 3*0 1 

'" C. Installations and logistics ' 

Authorise home-to- vork use of Government vehicles outside United 

States vhen other transportation unsafe. (9-- 117) 
Amend conflict of interest lavs. (9^-35) 
Expand jurisdiction of Controlled Substances Act. (9U-6U) 
personal property and spare. parts, authorize' sale to contractors 

under certain conditions. (9~*-k3) 
Civil Air Patrol, authorize EoD to tudget and extend appropriation 

for use of (9--*>5) 
Unclaimed personal property, more efficient disposition. (94- ^7 J 
Clarify use of aircraft accident reports. (9^-23) 
Authorize long- tern charxer of ships to he constructed for Navy 

, use. (9^-50) * 
Vi-thdraval and reservation of Chocolate Mountain Aerial Gunnery ■ 

Range for defense purposes. (94-cC) | 
Alaska Land vithdraval, Ladd-Eielsor. Area, Fort Vaimvright. (94-102) 
Alaska Lard vithdraval, Granite Creek Area, Fort Greely. (9UIO3) 
Alaska Land vithdraval, Big Delta Area, Fort Greely. (9U-IC4) 
Sale of certain naval vessels to Peru. (?4-!3l) 
Sale of certain naval vessels to Uruguay. (9^-J-33) 

.- 

D. Other Legislative Requirements 

Eliminate Cuadrenr.iel Physical Examinations for Fleet 
Reserve and Fleet Marine Corps Reserve. (94-14) 
• Naval Academy, remove dates for nomination of candidates. (9^-17) 
Authorize Flag Rank for ITavy Medical Service Corps. (9^-19) 
Margarine, use as part of Navy ration. (ck-US) 

Defense Intelligence School, authorize award of Asters Degree. [9±-bt) 

Repeal certain obsolete reporting requirements. (9-^-!^) 

Ryukyu Islands, authorize reimrursemer.t of nonappropriated fund 

facilities for severance payments. (94-40) _ 
Chaplains, remove from under Chief of Naval Personmel. C9~-l*) 
Relief for non-US citizen employees at Guantar.amo -ay, Cuba- (9"" 1 35) 
.'Off-duty employment of military cardmembers. (9---^) 
Secretary Navy" to set pay for Naval Research Advisory Committee. 

Amend lavs re to DoD overseas teachers'- leave entitlements. (9 U 30) 



Acadecy -resistors, authorize retirement after 30 years. (9^-21) ( 
Change Cadet Cath at*US Military Acadery. (9 u -co) ^ \ y' 

Admirals, revise distribution ir. tiaval Reserves. (9—95) j ^ y [ 

Mavy Postgraduate School, eiitiir.ate ~ir.turse-eat requirements 

for .uniformed personnel. , 
Navel Ohaervatory Publication, change nar.e of (9--120) 
Officers co-^r.dins co-par.ies of Vest Point Cadet Corps. (9^-137 J 
Walters, Vernon Andrev: retire as Lt. General. (9^-130) 



•CONGRESSIONAL TRAVEL 



SUBJECT/ISSUE: 

Department of Defense Support of Congressional Travel 
BACKGROUND: 

Section 1314, Public Law 207, 83d Congress provides authority for 
Members of Congress and professional staff to use appropriated 
funds "of any Executive Agency for the purpose of examination of 
estimates in the field. The chairmen of standing Congressional 
committees authorize such travel and cite this law as authority 
to expend funds in support of these investigations. 

Because of the vagueness of DoD directives pertaining to DoD 
support of Congressional travel, the Secretary of Defense has 
directed a thorough review of Defense Department travel direc- 
tives and practices to insure compliance with the law. As an 
interim steo. expense items that may be paid for by Defense 
escort officers have been defined more specifically. Escort 
officers are authorized to expend funds for food and beverages, 
lodging, transportation, newspapers, official phone calls and 
cables, tips and gratuities, and incidentals necessary for 
administrative support and c ontrol. 

DOD POSITION: Excluded, 5th Exemption FOIA 



OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (INTELLIGENCE)/ 
DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE 



The attached documents represent the "issue papers" prepared byASD(I) for 
the Transition Team in connection with the transition from the Ford tn 
the Carter Administration- Although they do not fully conform to the 
definition of "issue papers" as defined by U.S. News and World Report 
letter of December 14, 1976, they are believed to he broadly within the 
intent of that definition. The Director of Defense Intelligence Advises 
that portions of the material has been denied as follows: 

a. Table of Contents . One word is deleted. This exemption is made, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552b(3); 50 U.S.C. 403(d)(3) provides for the pro- 
tection of intelligence sources and methods from unauthorized disclosure. 

b. Issue paper entitled: Conflicting Management Authorities of the 
Secretary of Defense, the Committee on Foreign Intelligence and the 
Director of Central Intelligence can be released in part. Portions are 
withheld pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552b (5) because it pertains to on-going 
national security policy discussions involving Cabinet and Sub-Cabinet 
level officials which in all likelihood will be referred to the President 
for a decision. 

c. Issue papers entitled: Tasking of National Collectors in Support 
of Military Operations has six deletions because they reveal sensitive 
intelligence sources and methods that are properly classified SECRET 
according to E.O. 11652 to protect national defense plans for employing 
intelligence methods from unauthorized disclosure, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
552b(l) and (3). For the b(3) exemption 50 U.S.C. 403(d)(3) applies as 
well as 50 U.S.C. 403g which provides for the protection of the nature of 
CIA's functions. 

The Initial Denial Authoritv in this instance is Thomas K. Latimer, 
Principal Deputy, OASD(I) /DDI . 
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CONTENTS 



Congressional Justification for Intelligence-Related Resources 
Authorization in the Senate and House 
The Future of DIA 

Intelligence Automatic Data Processing Systems 

Conflicting Management Authorities of the Secretary of Defense the 
Committee on Foreign Intelligence and the Director of Central 
Intelligence 

Tasking of Collectors in Support of Military Operations 
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. - c .-v, „ c; f .rrf-rarv of Defense, the; 

ConfUctir^!^^ 
£: £^ g r-^ri : orci^ IntcTu ^c e and the Dircc tor_ . 

Background 

•t-,, Art- of 1947 Pives the Secretary of Defense 
The National Security Act of 1947 g of Befense . Undar 

authority, direction ^/^""-^ouncil Directive, and/or Executive 
Executive Order, National Secu ity Co * for operating the 
Agreement, he has been ^ special program, for which 

National Security Agency and the Ax P ultinate responsi- 

l*st he shares management wi:a tne DC1, but 
biLity for the program. 

• nr^r 11905 of last February confirms the Secretary of 
Executive Order 11905 ot iasr ' a te . NS A and the special 

Defense's authority to fund, direct, ana ope „. A th S£me 

"national reconnaissance entities ). , ^. 

programs (cited as n ^ionai ^ on a subcabmet 

rtB a however * ^^Folign Intelligence of the NSC (DCI chairman; 
committee, the Committee on *o gn Assistant to the President for 
Deputy Secretary con trol over budget preparation 

national Secur ^ ty ^^f f or the "National Foreign Intelligence Program , 
and resource allocation fo. the "anion » ^ CFI is 

which includes all of the major ^"^g^^^t e f the NFIP. 
also charged with establishing policy for the manage* 
The DCI's staff is charged with assisting the CFI m exercis „ 
authorities. 



Kev Considerations 
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Intell L)'.' " Aut omatic Data I'rocr;s?;i nfc Systctr,:; 

The House Appropriations Corsnittee* s 1976 classified letter ir. 
sharply critical of the pro ! if edition of dedicated intelligence co=?:-n Lca- 
tions and coniputer network:.:. 

Within DoD, there are three major aggregations of these — tho^?. 
dedicated to signals intelligence processing, those dedicated to the: 
Air Force special program, and the general intelligence communications 
and ADP systems managed by DIA. DIA has a further management responsi- 
bility of ensuring interoperability of general intelligence AD? systems 
with tactical systems and satisfactory interface with co.T.riand and control 
systems. 

NSA and the Air Force special program have strong management forces 
with which to attack the problem of reducing or eliminating unnecessary 
systems. DIA is now moving to create a special team to direct its ADP 
management. This issue is certain to be raised by the House Appropria- 
tions Committee in next year's testimony by responsible DoD officials. 



Tasking of 



" fen actors in Suppo rt^ Military Operations 
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For the past three years, the Department of Defense has been studying 
the interface" regarding intelligence resources. Thi- 

problen has had three principal aspects: 

' - How hast to utilize the contribution •'^"^"1:^ 
resources assigned to operational commanders to contribute 

requirements; .TOSC^ 2 

- How best ^ utilize the operational " ^3C 

SIGIST and future imagery collection system ro s w ^ 
commanders in crisis and combat; and (d ; 

The first issue does not appear to be a real problem; the third is 
addressed elsewhere in this book. 
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The CCP is now formally operational but lacks the fundamental 
authority to place emergency overrid ^ °n ^ 

lor to task these _j*t all except 

under the authority of the DCI. 

Key Considerations 
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^stnms in support of operational colanders? 
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Congressional Justificati on for Intelligence-R elated Resources 

Last year, the House Appropriations Committee demanded and received 
very extensive'and detailed intelligence justification books for the 
budgets of the various intelligence programs from the DoD and the CIA. 
Since the DoD and the Secretary of Defense control the major share of 
intelligence resources, nost of the justification books were prepared 
within the DoD. The Committee was in general pleased but it was highly 
critical of the DoD "intelligence-related" justification books covering 
intelligence resources integral or assigned to operational commanders. 
Th= thrust of the Committee's instructions is that the mtelliger.ee- 
related justification books in this year's structure must be presented 
in a format compatible with and parallel to those for the structured 
major intelligence programs (CCP, GDIP, etc.). 

As an added point, the Committee was critical of the lack of review 
of intelligence-related resources by the DCI (who has no assigned respon- 
sibility in this area) , and of the lack of centralized DoD management 
control over these resources. 

An evident objective, both of the House Appropriates Committee and 
the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, is that there be a single 
DoD spokesman for intelligence and intelligence-related resources, and 
that full program visibility be provided for both. 

This problem is complexed by: 

- The continued lack of a generally agreed boundary of what is 
"intelligence-related" in such areas as electronics warfare and multi- 
sensor correlation systems. 

' - The unresolved jurisdictional problems within Defense between 
DDI, DDR&E, the JCS, and the Service Operations staffs. 

- The likelihood that the DCI's staff will insist on control 
over the preparation of DoD justification books for the major programs, 
and may seek to impose standards and formats not compatible with tnose 
for intelligence-related programs. 

Key Considerations 

What management controls must the DPI exert over the ttil.itr.ry 
Departments to ensure satisfaction cf Congressional requirement? icr 
presentation of justification of inte] 1 xgencc-related resources: 

What standards of DoD internal integrity and control must the DDI 
insist on in regard to the preparation of major program justification 
books in order to ensure compatibility between intelligence an. 
intelligence-related program structure and presentation? 
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What other actions must the DDI take to satisfy Concessional 
pressures to demonstrate coherent DoD management of intell igence-related 
resources together with intelligence resources. 



All thor i ; : "i t i on in the Sunaf.c: and Hous^ 



The Senate has established a Select Committee on Intelligence with 
authority to write annual authorization legislation for intelligence 
activities, including DoD's. The Coir^ittee will write its first authoriza- 
tions in CY 77. There is no similar coa.tu.ttea in the House, and the 
•Rouse Armed Services Committee writes authorization for the DolJ as a 
"whole, covering certain appropriation categories, but not embracing ■ 
entire functional areas, such as intelligence. 

In this situation, there is created a serious assysunetry between 
Senate and House processes and scope as regards DoD intelligence authoriza- 
tion, with the prospect that an authorization bill originating in one 
house may not be compatible in structure, scope, or Committee responsi- 
bility with that emerging from the other. 

Key Considerations 

Should the Department of Defense intercede to prevent or modify a 
potentially serious authorization tangle on DoD intelligence during the 
CY 77 session? If so, what form should such intercession take? 



The Future of DIA 



As originally conceived, the Defense Intelligence Agency, under 
the JCS, was intended to be the senior DoD intelligence production 
aeency, to provide support services of corxon concern, and to exercise 
a coordination and planning role over the DoD intelligence community. 
Its performance of management functions in such areas as resource review 
and intelligence ADP has been criticized by Congress as ineffective. 

The House Appropriations Committee has stated in its 1976 classified 
letter that its belief has been strengthened that there is duplication 
between DIA and the Service Intelligence Agencies and resultant overman- 
ning and that if either one or the other is not reduced by DoD in FY 
?978 the Committee may be freed to act unilaterally. Tne Director, DIA 
has sought an external audit by the DCI staff to review DIA s manning 
and functions. 

The Committee has also stated a belief that last summer's realign- 
ments of DIA's subordination are ineffective, in that the residual opera- 
tional control over DIA vested in the JCS flaws effective Secretary of 
Defense line control over the agency and has requested that FY 19/B 
budget justification include a statement in response to this concern. 

Key Considerations 

■ What is required for satisfaction of Congressional concerns re DIA? 
What should be the tenor of our response to Congress? 



DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND EVALUATION 



The attached documents represent the "issue papers" prepared by 
DP&E for the transition team in connection with the transition 
from the Ford to the Carter Administration. Although they do not 
fully conform to the definition of "issue papers" as defined by 
U.S. News and World Report letter of December 14, 1976, they are 
believed to be broadly within the intent of that definition. The 
Director, P&E, advises that nothing has been withheld or deleted 
from these documents. 




REGIONAL PROGRAMS 



A. Issues . 

The slow, but steady and nevertheless real, buildup of Soviet power 
combined with the changed strategic circumstances in Asia and the Pacific 
plus continuing instability in the Middle East and Africa require con- 
tinuing reexamination of our force requirements worldwide. Although we 
have made substantial progress in articulating a comprehensive global 
strategy in the most recent Defense Guidance, we still have a long way to 
go, as the NSSM 246 exercise has demonstrated. I see three major areas 
which require study. 

— First, we need a careful examination of what the Soviet buildup 
means in capability to project force into regions traditionally controlled 
by the West. At the same time we need to carefully' search out Soviet 
weaknesses and exploitable vulnerabilities. 

— Second, we must give much greater attention to the capabilities, 
real and potential, of our Allies. The NATO Center Region gets a lot of 
attention and, at least for conventional force calculations, we do pay 
attention to the forces of our NATO partners. But elsewhere we still 
have a tendency to go it alone. .1 believe we have fertile opportunities 
for improving our collective defense position vis-a-vis the USSR through 
exploitation of our relations with Spain, Turkey, Iran, Australia and 
Japan, to name the most obvious. Also, we should take positive steps to 
bring France back into the fold as far and as quickly as possible. 

— Third, I believe there are a series of major weapons issues 
which require early attention. 

The first two of these areas are within the purview of Regional 
Programs, the third belongs to the force deputies. 

Following is a discussion by team division of the major projects, 
problems and initiatives for the next year. 



Section II 



Major Near-Term Program Issues (Jan - April 1977) 
o Tanks 

- Chrysler won U.S. XM-1 competition 

- U.S. winner currently under evaluation vs FRG 
Leopard-2 Tank 

- Winner to be selected as new U.S. tank, decision 
due in March 1977 

o Army Helicopters 

- Army currently studying helicopter force structure 

- Need for new scout helicopter in addition to new 
attack and utility helicopters uncertain 

- Decision on initiation of new scout helicopter 
scheduled for 1st quarter 1977 

o Shipbuilding Program 

- DRP study outl ininq' alternative programs completed 

- Principal issuer, are: Follow-on Nimitz carrier; 
nuclear vs. conventional powerplants; roles of strike 
cruisers and VSS ships 

o ASW Helicopter 

- Industry competition underway 

- Congressional insistence on open competition rather than 
adaptation of Array utility helicopter 

- Decision on winner and development initiation due in 
1st quarter 1977 

o Cruise Missiles 

- Tactical version of strategic cruise missile with 
conventional warhead currently under evaluation 

- Value vs cost for naval missions currently being studied 

- Program decision due January 1977 



Divisional Air Defense Gun 

- Army briefing on new air defense gun to replace vulcan 
lacked adequate justification for a $3M + system. 

- Army is currently reassessing its requirements and candidate 
gun systems for DSARC I early next year. 

Imaging Infra-Red (HRj Maverick Air-Ground Missile 

- IIR Maverick is to replace optical Maverick missiles which 
have severe operational limitations in Central European 
NATO environment. 

- Concern over operational utility of IIR Maverick in target 
acquisition phase caused the initiation of a joint operational 
test in a realistic battlefield environment. 

- Results of these tests could determine whether or not to 
proceed with a major IIR Maverick procurement. 



Current Major Force Related Issues 



The following are issues requiring attention by the ODD(General 
Purpose Programs) either as a result of the FY 78 program review or in 
anticipation of the FY 79 planning cycle: 



9 War Reserve Requirements 

- What level of materiel and ammunition are required in 
support of our total force? 

« Aviation Requirements 

- Are Army programs still excessively oriented for S.E. Asia 
type operations? 

e European Capabilities Enhancement 

- Which of the Holl ingsworth proposals should be included in 
current programming? < 

9 Utility of 17th Active Army Division 

- Should the Army activate an additional division headquarters 
and base with existing manpower constraints? 

9 Mix of Nondivisional Artillery 

- What is the proper mix of self-propelled and towed artillery? 

Navy and Marine Corps (other than overall shipbuilding program currently 
under study) 

9 Amphibious Forces 

- What level of amphibious assault echelon lift capability can 
be justified in terms of current defense objectives, tactical 
utility and cost? 

o VSTOL Aircraft 

- Is the Navy's proposed VSTOL program justified on the basis 
of tactical utility and cost? 



t USMC Tacair Force Level and Mix 

- Are the Marine Corps' tactical air programs consistent with 
their principal mission as amphibious assault forces? 

Air Force 

« Tactical Reconnaissance (RECCE) Force Levels 

- What RECCE force levels and aircraft types can be justified 
on the basis of tactical utility and cost? 

o Advanced Tactical Fighter 

- Is initiation of a new tactical fighter program required? 

- If so, what characteristics are consistent with future Air 
Force missions; the projected threat; and alternate budget 
allocations for tactical fighter aircraft? 

• Advance Tanker-Cargo Aircraft (ATCA) 

- Should we continue the ATCA program on the basis of its 
utility and cost as a tanker for tactical aircraft? 

e Advanced Medium Stol Transport (AMST) 

- Should the AMST program be continued on the basis of its 
utility and cost as an i ntra-theatre logistical aircraft? 



Major Studies Sponsored by OSD Related to General Purpose Forces 
Either Underway or Planned for CY 77 



• Roles of Rotary and Fixed Wing Aircraft in a Mid-Intensity 

European Conf 1 ict 

This study is jointly sponsored by ODDP&E and ODDR&E and 
is being conducted by the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) 

• Air Defense of the North Atlantic 

A joint ODP&E/ ODDR&E sponsored study being conducted at 
IDA to determine the potential impact of new technology on 
the relative roles of either land-based or carrier-based air- 
craft and surface ships in defense of the North Atlantic. 

o Vulnerability of Pre-Posi tioned Material in Central NATO 
An ODP&E sponsored study being conducted by RAND. 

« Multi -Purpose Missile Systems 

Sponsored by ODP&E to be conducted at IDA. Objective is 
to determine the potential feasibility of a single missile for 
the anti-tank and anti-aircraft roles. 

« Theater Air Defense Requirements 

Requested by Congress, sponsored by ODDR&E and being 
conducted at IDA. The principal purpose of the study is to 
determine the relative capabilities of Air Force and Army 
air defense systems in Central NATO. 



RESOURCE ANALYSIS 



A. Issues : 

Fiscal Guidance - The first issue that will arrive in January 
concerns the Planning and Programming Guidance memorandum. The 
PPGM contains the Fiscal Guidance that the Services use in preparing 
their Program Objective Memoranda. The Fiscal Guidance is a particu- 
lar responsibility of this office. It requires an analysis and pro- 
jection of Defense resources for the next five, years. 
♦ 

War Reserves - Another issue that will arise in connection with 
the PPGM is the appropriate target for war reserve inventories. The 
guidance on the number of days of reserves that "should be available 
has been a controversial issue during the past several years and is 
still in contention. 

Industrial Preparedness Planning - Likewise the appropriate 
scenario for industrial preparedness .planning will arise in connection 
with the PPGM. Here again, there is 'a history of controversy. 

PPBS - The structure of the PPB system will arise soon in the new 
administration. Considerable study has been devoted to possible PPBS 
reforms. Secretary Rumsfeld decided for evolutionary rather than 
radical reform. However, advocates of radical reform will no doubt 
appeal and what evolutionary changes should be made are still in doubt. 

Mission Oriented Budgets - The Senate Budget Committee has been 
pressing for a mission display of the DoD budget. By law DoD must 
submit a mission display with the FY 1979 budget. Here again there 
is a considerable history in which P&E has been a major player. 

DSARC's - DSARC's and program reviews occur regularly. Cost 
analysis is almost always involved. 

Readiness - A major concern of this organization has been force 
readiness. Substantial initiatives in the FY 1978 budget are directed 
at improving readiness. This office will no doubt be involved in ex- 
plaining the need for such funds and their expected results. 

Other issues - In the longer term there are a variety of subjects 
that should be addressed. A list of potential analytical effort is 
attached. 
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B. Calendar : 

The basic calendar events for this component are those of the 
PPBS cycle and the DSARC's. The DSARC calendar is published monthly 
(latest is attached). 

The PPBS calendar for 1976 is attached. The 1977 calendar will 
be similar. 



PROJECTS THAT SHOULD BE ADDRESSED IN FY 77 



FORCE STRUCTURE, READINESS AND SUSTAINABILITY RELATIONSHIPS 

- Materiel Reserves 

— Planning Assumptions 
Munitions requirements 

— Other reserves 

» 

- Industrial Base Planning and Programming Assumptions 

— Wartime requirements 

— Peacetime surges 

- Manpower 

— . .Impact of shortages 

— Reserve policies 

- Resource and Readiness Relationships 

~ Readiness measurement 

— Navy manpower inventories 

EFFICIENCY POSSIBILITIES 

- Military schooling/training requirement 

- Capital/labor and in-house/contractors shift 

- Rationalization of maintenance 

- Base structure and operations 

COST PROJECTS 

- Improving weapon system costing methodology 

- Expand cost analysis data base 

- Improve O&S cost visibility and projection capability 



C urrent Major Force Related Issues 

The following are issues requirir/j attention by the ODD (Strategic 
Programs) either as a result of the FY 78 program review or in anticipation 
. of the FY 79 planning cycle: 

All Services 

« Special Nuclear Materials (SUM) 

What level of SNM should be made available from 
reopened or new reactors? 

What are the appropriate priorities for use of SNM? 

o Force Levels and Deployments 

What level and mix of nuclear forces, among nuclear 
artillery, surface-to-surface missiles, and air 
delivered systems' are required in NATO's Center 
and Southern regions to provide options for limited 
nuclear attacks in the vicinity of the FEBA to 
retaliate to WP nuclear attack on NATO forces? 

What nuclear capability (delivery systems, warheads, 
essential support, etc.) should the U.S. deploy in 
the Pacific theater, and where should it be deployed? 

How can deployed resources dedicated to tactical 
nuclear weapons be used to support the conventional 
forces during a non-nuclear conflict? 

What is the utility of nuclear armed cruise missiles 
for theater use? 

o Strategic Forces Mission Criteria 

What effectiveness criteria should U.S. nuclear forces 
be able to satisfy in fulfilling deterrent and force 
employment objectives (e.g., should we be capable of 
destroying the other side's ICBM silos)? 

o Soviet Civil Defense 

Who t additional iu'-rrc-.-c , if any, >;;:-^~,r. i •;■ 
required for U.S. djierru.".: forces should v;.r i;...;. 
postul ations of Soviet civil defense capability 
material ize? 
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» Strategic Balance 

What is the significance of static and other simplified 
indicators of the Strategic Balance and should we acquire 
forces to satisfy pol itical -military perceptions? 

Army 

« Artillery Fired Atomic Projectiles (AFAP) 

What is the appropriate final level and mix of nuclear 
projectiles? 

o Pershing Earth Penetrator 

Should earth penetrator nuclear warheads be procured 
for use with the Pershing missile? 

Navy/Air Force 

« Theater Aircraft Nuclear Armament 

.What should be the level and composition of the U.S. 
• - stockpile of theater nuclear bombs/air-to-surface 
missiles for the NATO theater and for the Pacific 
theater? 

o Nuclear AAW/ASW 

What is the appropriate level and composition of 
nuclear AAW/ASW forces? 

Navy 

o Pace of Trident Submarine Construction 

What should be the construction rate and ultimate force 
level of Trident submarines considering Polaris/Poseidon 
block obsolescence, SL3M effectiveness and program cost? 

e Trident II Missile 

Is there a requiremer.v for a larger, more- iccurD-ie 
submarine launched ballistic missile than the '■ ride fit I 
missile, and if so, v;he;i? 

o Cruise Missile 

Is there a strategic nuclear role for a SLC;i? 
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A ir Force 

9 Space Defense 

What are the appropriate programs for an adequate 
space defense posture? 

o Air Defense 

What are appropriate missions for air defense forces' 

Do we need a follow-on interceptor (FOI) with early 
80' s IOC and if so, what is the appropriate FCI 
(F-K, F-15, F-16)? 

o B-l Production 

What should be the pace of B-l procurement and what 
should be the ultimate force objective? 

■o Bomber-Weapons Mix 

What mix of gravity bombs, SRAM and ALCM should be 
■ - planned for the strategic bomber force? 

o Cruise Missile 

How should we plan to employ the ALCM and at what 
pace? Should the ALCM program be combined with SLCM 



ICBf- 



What level of MIRVed ICBM deployments (MM-III) shoul 
we plan in view of Vladivostok Accords? 



MX ICBM 



What should be the pace of the MX program and in wh- 
basing mode should it be initially deployed? 



ICBM Warheads 



Are current p*t;i:> for MK-12A cr.a a new '.',.'.-11 warhead 
and currer.a !•*>. w-irhi.--.td candidate:, consistent wi'ah to 
force nuc I rii-„-rial consid-.-rati.'.r.s ar.d force 
effectiveness? 



ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY (ATOMIC ENERGY) 



The attached documents represent all the issue 
papers prepared by the ATS ( A E ) for the Ford- 
Carter Transition Team. There have been no dele- 
tions or omissions from these documents. 



• F 



SECTION II. . .ISSUES 



Issues related to the management of the nuclear weapon program can be 
summarized in two categories: those issues that should be addressed 
within the Executive Branch of the Government; and those issues that should 
be addressed with the Legislative Branch of the Government. 



I.-. Issues for the Executive Branch 



The principle issues that face the Executive Branch of the Government, 
related to management of the U.S. nuclear weapon program, center on the 
contribution that these weapons make to our deterrent posture and warfighting 
capability. A continuing review is necessary to insure that: 

-- the nuclear weapon stockpile quantity and quality meet U.S. deterrence 
and warfighting objectives. 

-- the nuclear weapons are deployed optimally to meet U.S. and Allied 
security interests. 

-- the nuclear weapons will be employed only as directed by the U.S. 
President. 

-- the nuclear weapons are provided adequate protection against the 
spectrum of peacetime, crisis and wartime threats. 

-- the nuclear weapons receive the maximum safety, security and command- 
control improvements that can be provided. 

-- the availability of special nuclear materials will meet modernization 
and force level objectives. 

-- nuclear force capabilities complement the conventional capabilities of 
US and Allied forces to enhance deterrence and raise the nuclear 
threshold . 

Detailed classified briefings and reports on these issues will be made avail- 
able to the transition team on request. 

II. Issues for the Legislative Branch 

Two principal issues related to the nuclear weapons program that will require 
legislative review and possible legislation in the U.S. Congress are: 
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-- What should be the disposition of the Nuclear Weapons Complex in 
connection with further consolidation of Energy -Related Federal 
Agencies? 

•. -- What recommendations should DoD make on congressional committee 
oversight functions for the DoD nuclear weapons program as legislated 
by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended? 



These two issues are examined in some detail in the material that follows. 



ISSUE : What should be the disposition of Nuclear Weapons Complex 

in connection with further consolidation of Energy-Related 
Federal Agencies? 

-- The Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 merged the energy and 
nuclear weapons programs under the Energy Research and Development 
Administration (ERDA). • Section 307(b) of the Act required that the DoD 
collaborate with ERDA in conducting a thorough review of the desirability 
and feasibility of transferring the military application and restricted data 
functions of ERDA to the DoD or other agencies.- When a report of that 
review was forwarded to the President in January 1976, the Secretary 
of Defense concurred with the recommendation that these functions be 
retained by ERDA. He recommended that the question be reexamined 
in two to three years (Memorandum attached). 

-- Currently a study of the organization of energy and energy related 
functions within the government is being conducted under the joint chair- 
manship of the Energy Resources Council (ERC) and the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB). A report to the Congress is planned by 
31 December 1976. This study addresses future management of the - 
nuclear weapons functions as "Critical Issue 8" (details attached). 

Further consolidation of energy related agencies presents the 
danger that the priority assigned to development of nuclear weapons may 
suffer. t 

-- Objectives are to ensure that the focus of the Weapons Complex 
remains nuclear weapons, to ensure that the complex continues to attract 
and hold top-caliber personnel, and to ensure that the Weapons Labora- 
tories maintain their present independence and objectivity on the breadth 
of their technical and supporting research programs. 

-- Alternatives that require fuller study are: 

o Retain the Complex in a new Energy Department with special 
organizational measures to ensure undiminished weapons priority. 

o - Transfer the Complex to DoD with equivalent measures. 

o Transfer the Complex to a new independent agency. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Department of Defense Ri- cotiimendatrjn of the Management 
and Funding Alternative for ER.DA Military Application and 
Restricted Data Functions 

i 

In accordance with. Section 3 07(h) of the Energy Reorganization Act of 
1974, the Department of Defense (DoD) has collaborated with the Energy 
Re search and Development Administration (ERDA) in the conduct of a 
thorough review of the desirability and feasibility tf transferring to the 
DoD or other federal agencies the functions of the Administrator, ERDA, 
respecting military application and restricted data. An ERDA report of 
this review is being forwarded to you by the Administrator. . ..^ 

Three military applications of atomic energy were at issue, in addition 
to the question of Restricted Data generation and control: 

The Nuclear Weapo,ns Program 

The Naval Reactors Program 

Space Nuclear Power Systems 

In regard to the weapons program, the primary fo-us of the study, I concur 
with the conclusions and recommendations of the Administrator that 
management and funding be retained within EE. DA for the present. Some 
administrative changes in the program are desirabTe which will increase 
the visibility of the weapons program within ERDA and minimize penalties 
to the weapons program caused by funding competition between weapons 
and energy programs. 

Thus, I recommend that we adopt Management Alternative §?. as defined in 
the study. A separate budget identification and doliar ceiling set for the 
nuclear weapons program would properly elevate tl-e competition for resour 
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above the agency level rind to a level where all federal inul itutioiu: compete. 
In i:i ii: conned Ion, I support fho proposed provi^ : nn to include full ER.DA 
coi;).s on n. nor. additive basis for each m«jor nuclear weapon system in 33oD 
budget and cost reporting submissions. This sh»\;ld allow ix-.ttcr congres- 
sional visibility on the matter. 

I also recommend no changes on the other aspects of EJRD.Vs program for 
the following reasons: 

Naval R eactor Program. The beneficial aspects of the program' s 
close ties to iiMlDA 1 s overall reactor research and development effort 
should be maintained; and the relatively small budget impact ($250M) 
does not justify management or funding changes. 

Space Nuclear Systems . "While this program supports DoD earth- 
orbital space efforts, the program involves only $31Iv£ and is 85 percent 
oriented to civilian applications . 

Rest rict e d Da t a (RD) Control . It is prudent to continue the RD 
system to restrict access to sensitive atomic energy information having 
-military implications. However, it is sensible for the RD basic responsi- 
bility functions to remain with ERDA's National Security program manage- 
ment while maintaining the system of joint ERDA~DoD review and detcrminatio: 
on specific classification matters. 

Since its inception, the weapons program has been extraordinarily successful 
in achieving and maintaining technological excellence. Under the Atomic 
Energy Commission, the nuclear weapon complex established a record of 
quality and on-time delivery of nuclear weapons to the DoD. Dual agency 
judgment and responsibility for safety, security, and control of nuclear 
weapons has worked well and clearly served the best interests of tin nation 
and both agencies. The confidence and high reliability demanded of our 
nuclear weapon inventory has been enhanced through the concept of compe- 
tition and inter-laboratory peer review between two nuclear physics 
laboratories without unnecessary. cost in overlap and redundancy. 

I have some concern, however, about the longer term viability of the 
weapons program urtdcr ERDA. The nuclear weapons budget is now roughly 
20 percent of EHDA'b overall budget. Top management attention to the 
expanding energy program may lead lo erosion of weapons priority and 
funding in the future. Wo arc seeing the reassignment of top talent from 



the vtr^ons j,r<.gram to eiwr l; y mithvr: x.-.UMu Lt.-v weapons b-bor.-t ones . 
Y/Mlo this mifi!.; be a short-term effect 1 believe v/e must, w.tr.l, it with 
extreme cave-. Hopefully, wo will see mutjc positive aspect:;, facli as 
new talent coming into the energy progr.m-. and moving into the weapons 
arc?., due to the unique technical challenge presented by weapons design 
and cl e v c lop me nt . 

Since only one year has elapsed bstweci. inc merging of energy and weapons 
programs, I proaose that" the management question bs examined again v/ithir. 
two or three years by ERDA and DoD to determine if another formal review 
' is warranted. This will allow us to more fully assess the impact of the 
competing demands of energy programs on weapons development and pro- 
duction. 

Our review of the nuclear weapons program and its continued importance to 
the national security of the United States has been beneficial. I recommend 
that you forward the report to the Congress endorsing the provisions of 
Management Alternative £Z and the above views on Naval Reactors. Space 
Nuclear Systems and ZD matters. 



CRITICAL ISSUE EIGHT 



Organizational Placement of Military Application and Restricted Data 
Functions which are now ERDA Responsibilities 

BACKGROUND 

During Congressional consideration of the Energy Reorganization Act of 
1974, considerable concern was expressed over the appropriateness of 
ERDA retaining the military application and restricted data functions 
previously vested in the Atomic Energy Commission. Some in Congress 
viewed these functions (principally those associated with development 
and production of nuclear weapons) as more appropriate for placement 
1n the DOD, and indicated a concern that these functions would detract 
from ERDA's ability to carry out its demanding energy R&D mission. 
Others in Congress and in the nuclear science community expressed 
concerns that a transfer of the nuclear weapon functions to DOD would 
inadvisably terminate what had proven to be a sound organizational 
partitioning of responsibilities for safety, security performance and 
military operational characteristics, would risk degrading the organi- 
zational and operational structures that had demonstrated a highly 
successful performance record for more than two decades, and decrease 
natural opportunities for beneficial technological interchange between 
weapon and nonweapon programs. The issue was formally addressed by 
Section 307(b) of the Energy Reorganization Act, which required that 
the Administrator, in collaboration with the Secretary of Defense, 
conduct a comprehensive study of the feasibility and desirability of 
transferring ERDA military application and restricted data functions 
to the DOD or other Federal agencies. The military application functions 
consists of the nuclear weapons program, the naval reactor program-and 
space nuclear power systems. 

The study required by Section 307(b) was completed in January 1976. The 
Secretary of Defense, in a memorandum to the President, concurred in the 
Administrator's recommendations. Essentially, the report recommended 
that ERDA retain responsibility for its nuclear weapon functions as well 
as other military related functions and restricted data, and recommended 
certain improvements in regard to organization and budgeting information, 
namely that: 

1. 0MB establish a separate budget activity (Title) for the ERDA 
weapons program, providing budget target ceilings, budget re- 
views, and appropriations separate from those of other programs 
in ERDA. 

2. DOD revise its nuclear weapons budget and cost reporting 
submissions to Congress to include, on a non-add basis, 
additional detail of the ERDA costs associated with each new 
nuclear weapon or weapon system. 
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3. If DOD or ERDA concluded, following 2-3 years of experience, 
that this arrangement needs to be reconsidered, the President 
could direct an update of this study and its recommendations. 

The Secretary of Defense, in his concurring memorandum to the President, 
had placed emphasis on the importance of a reexamination of the manage- 
ment question after 2-3 years of experience. In forwarding the Report 
to Congress in May 1976, the President endorsed the recommendation 
regarding costs reporting and management reexamination and stated the 
recommendation to establish a separate target ceiling would be taken 
in consideration in the preparation of future budgets. 

Concerns Related to Current Energy Reorganization Considerations 

The DOD testified during hearings on the Energy Reorganzation Act of 
1974, that while ERDA assumption of AEC military application functions was 
acceptable, DOD would need to conduct a detailed study before evaluating 
the desirability of placing these functions in a broader organization 
than the current ERDA organization. DOD concern was specifically with 
respect to the weapons program and the need to retain its current 
priority in any new parent organization, that management of weapons 
research, development, testing, production, surveillance, and maintenance 
be conducted by a single organization and that the existing nuclear weapons 
laboratory structure be preserved. This reflects the view that it would 
be more difficult for the weapons program to receive appropriate manage- 
ment attention and priority in a more diverse, multipurpose organization. 
This suggests a reconsideration would be necessary of the proposal to 
transfer the weapons functions to DOD or to a new Federal agency. 

In the case of a transfer of nuclear weapons responsibilities to DQD, the 
principal factors or concerns are as described in ERDA-97. DOD placement 
would appear to insure undiminished high priority and responsiveness to 
Defense needs. The possible adverse impact of the weapons program on the 
energy mission might likewise favor this option. On the other hand, 
there would be concerns about (a) providing a substitute for dual agency 
judgments on matters of safety and security; (b) means of retaining 
substantial interlacing and effective association of nuclear scientists 
in the weapons complex with the broader community of nuclear scientists 
in universities and national laboratories, to insure that U.S. nuclear 
weapons technology is based on the most current advances available in 
nuclear science; and (c) preservation of a close association between 
advanced nuclear weapons technology and energy RD&D programs so that 
each can benefit from advances in the other.. 

Another generic option is establishment of a new independent agency to 
assume responsibility for ERDA nuclear weapon functions, and possibly 
weapons-related nuclear high technology R&D activities as well. Such 
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an approach would have to be considered in the event DOE, DENR, or 
DOD placement were all judged to be undesirable. There are serious 
questions, however, regarding the viability of a relatively small 
agency, and the mechanisms for interlacing the new agency with the 
DOD and the successor to ERDA. 

Alternative Presidential Positions on Critical Issue 8 

Should the President decide to endorse either Alternative 2 (DENR) or 
3 (DOE), there are several alternatives for dealing with the question 
of organizational placement of the nuclear weapons functions in his 
public announcement of the reorganization. The general nature of the 
alternatives and their advantages and disadvantages are discussed below. 

Alternative 1 - The President to state the critical importance of the 
nuclear weapons program and complex to National Security and to recognize 
the importance of organizational placement of these ERDA functions, but 
simply indicate that "the President has directed the DOD and ERDA to 
jointly review the matter and to provide their recommendations to him 
by a certain date." This alternative would fulfill the minimum 
objective of publicly recognizing the importance of the matter, would 
provide time for a careful study, and would be an acceptable approach 
to DOD and ERDA. 

Alternative 2 - State that it is the President's intention that the 
nuclear weapons function be transferred to the DOD, and indicate that 
actions would be taken to insure minimum adverse impact on the function 
by the transition and that, though the nuclear weapons complex will have 
as its primary purpose the nuclear weapons program, use for DENR (or DOE) 
work can be accomplished as agreed between the SECDEF and Department 
Secretary. 

This alternative would be advantageous insofar as it would reduce 
speculation regarding the transfer. It may also be looked upon as a 
constructive step towards limiting the diversity of the new energy entity. 

Alternative 3 - State that it is the President's intention that ERDA 
nuclear weapons functions be transferred to a new independent agency to 
avoid the undesirable consequences of a transfer to either the DOD or 
a new energy entity, and that features have been identified to insure 
viability of the new agency and to minimize adverse impact on the 
nuclear weapons program. 

The advantage of this approach is that it would clearly avoid the concerns 
which exist regarding transfer to either DOD or a DENR. Concerns related 
to viability of a new agency may still efxst, however, and it might be 
argued that insufficient consideration had been given to alternative 
solutions in adoption of this approach. 



ISSUE: What recommendations should DoD make on congressional committee 
oversight functions for the DoD nuclear weapons programs as legis- 
lated by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended? 

-- Section 202 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, requires 
that the DoD keep the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy fully and currently 
informed with respect to all matters within the Department of Defense relating 
to the development, utilization, or application of atomic energy. 

-- In fulfilling this requirement of the law, the ATSD(AE) has provided a 
wide range of information to the JCAE, as illustrated hereunder. Most is 
classified information vital to the national security, and includes Restricted 
Data (RD), Formerly Restricted Data (FRD), and Critical Nuclear Weapons 
Design Information (CNWDI). Information on weapon stockpile quantities, de- 
ployments and other military uses of atomic energy are routinely provided. 
The JCAE, in compliance with the Atomic Energy Act, has provided special 
storage facilities and security measures to protect and safeguard this sensitive 
information . 

-- Other committees have held hearings on nuclear weapons security, develop 
ment programs, deployments, and employment doctrine . Additionally, the 
General Accounting Office (GAO), Surveys and Investigative Staff (Ski), and 
Congressional Budget Office (CBO) have conducted surveys and studies on 
nuclear weapons matters . 

-- A summary of the activity outside the JCAE arena is attached. 

-- Of immediate concern to the DoD is assuring that, whatever congres- 
sional restructuring takes place, committee responsibilities include adequate 
protection of nuclear national security information and a well defined focus 
on nuclear weapon programmatic matters . 

-- New legislation to replace or modify the Atomic Energy Act may be 
necessary early in the 95th Congress. Some possible legislative alterna- 
tives are furnished. 



INFORMATION PROVIDED TO CONGRESS (JCAE) BY DEFENSE 



( Currently, ATSD(AE) provides the following to the Joint Committee on 

Atomic Energy (JCAE) in compliance with the Atomic Energy Act of 1954: 

— Events as they occur: 

o Notification of security violations involving NATO ATOMAL 
information documents. 

o Changes to statutory determinations which are required for 
release of atomic information to NATO and/or NATO members. 

o Reports of nuclear security surveys, or accidents/incidents 
Involving nuclear weapons or their storage sites. 

o Review of testimony transcripts and provision of additional 

information for either the record or in reply to specifically 
addressed questions. 

— Recurring reports: 

o The Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) annual report on nuclear 
weapons technology (DNA-49M) and DNA- annual nuclear test 
summary (DNA-170M). 

'■ o Quarterly reports, including: 

Portions of the DNA stockpile report to include US sovereignty, 

foreign sovereignty and location sequence showing type, loca- 
tion, coordinates, supported force, and quantity. 

Summary of ATSD(AE) activities, briefly describing develop- 
ments for the preceding quarter and furnishing additional 
background information as required. 

---Essential elements of Nuclear Weapons Deployment and 
Stockpile plans . 

—Other information is frequently provided on a one-time basis, as 
required. For example: 

o Nunn Amendment report, "The Theater Nuclear Force Posture in Europe." 

o DoD Nuclear Weapons Security Manual (DoD 5210. AIM). 

o "Nuclear' Weapons Security Primer" 

o Responses to JCAE member or staffer queries. 
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ACTIVITY OUTSIDE OF THE JCAE 



1973-1976 



SENATE 



Armed Services Committee (to include subcommittees): 

1973 - nuclear AFAP development, collateral damage 

1974 - developmental systems (MK12A, SRAM, Trident, 8-inch) 

1975 - status of NATO TNF report required by PL 93-365 (Nunn Amendment) 

1976 - physical security of nuclear weapons, employment policy 

Foreign Relations Committee (to include subcommittees): 

1974 - energy reorganization 

- US nuclear weapons in Europe and their relationship to the con- 

ventional and strategic forces of the Alliance (NATO strategy) 

1975 - stockpile composition including details on offensive and defensive 

strategic and tactical systems and warheads and also stockpile 
megatonnage 

- flexible response strategy, targeting and collateral damage 

1976 - DoD witnesses concerning first use of nuclear weapons and preserving 

responsible controls 

Banking and Currency Committee (to include subcommittees): 
1974 - sale of reactors to Egypt and Israel 

Annmpria tions Committee (to include subcommittees): 

" 1974 - AEC(ERDA) Budget, test programs relating to SRAM, B61-2 and Lance 



30USE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Armed Services Committee (to include subcommittees): 

1973 - tactical nuclear weapons effects 

- nuclear AFAP development 

1974 - AEC(ERDA) test program— advanced systems, in detail, to include 

MK12A, B77 (FUFO) , Trident and 8" AFAP 

Appropriatio ns Committee (to include subcommittees): 

1974 - AEC (ERDA) test program to include MK12A, SRAM, I^ance, 8 AFAP, 

Trident and B61 

1975 - AEC (ERDA) national security program to include B61, SRAM, Lance, 

Trident, MK12A, tactical nuclear weapons, international agree- 
ments and off-continent test readiness capabilities 

- tactical nuclear weapons development, deployment and security 

- S&I staff investigation review of tactical nuclear weapons to 

include the development, deployment and rationale involved 
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1976 - ERDA supplemental budget information and system under 
development to include SRAM, Lance and B61-3 and 4 
- review of overseas deployments of tactical nuclear weapons 

Wgr Tiational Relatio ns Committee 

1976 _ export controls and nuclear proliferation 

^!°^ t Xw , nuclear force rnoae^ation program 
and employment doctrine and strategy 



LEGISLATIVE ALTERNATIVES 



-- Retain the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to oversee the nuclear 
weapons programs only; energy responsibility would pass to other committees. 

-- Assign oversight of the nuclear weapons programs to the Armed 
Services Committees (SASC and HASC). 

-- Create new subcommittees within the SASC and J1ASC to oversee the 
nuclear weapons programs. 

-- Create a new joint committee made up of SASC and HASC members 
to oversee the nuclear weapons programs . 

-- Move the ERDA nuclear weapons budget authorization to the House 
Appropriations Defense Subcommittee from the Public "Works Subcommittee. 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PUBLIC AFFAIRS) 



The attached documents represent all of the issue 
papers prepared by the ASD(PA) for the Ford-Carter 
Transition Team. There have been no deletions or 
omissions from these documents. 



STARS AMD STRIPES 



1- SUBJECT/ISSUE: To develop new concepts for the manage- 
ment and operation of European and Pacific Stars and 
||r|pes to assure continued publication of the newspa pers 
on a financially viable, cost effective basis. " 

-2. BACKGROUND: European and Pacific Stars and S trioes are 

operated as non-appropriated fund activities. Heretofore 

both newspapers have .operated at a profit, with a large ' 
percentage of the earnings turned over to the resoective * 
welfare funds. European Stars and Stripes continues to 
?8!Xr\;i ? Protit. However, Pacific"stlrs and Strir^* 
if^l ln S^ed an operating loss ot over $2 million 
since 1973. Inflation, rising costs, currency revalu- 
ations, Japanese labor market, and reductions and 
. redeployments of forces have seriouslv undermined the 
financial viability of PS&S. The first six months of 
CY77 are critical months for PS&S . Management actions 
have been initiated and, if successful, results should 
be realized during this six-month oeriod. Management 
actions include, but are not limited to: conversion to 
cold-type printing operation; computerization of adminis- 
trative functions; implementation of 1976 Army Audit Aqencv 
recommendations; increased market area sales for books and 
magazines; and a further reduction of personnel. 

3. POD POSITION: To monitor effectively and assist U S 
Pacific Command, and the Pacific Stars and S tripes to 
stabilize the PS&S operation and operate on a profit- 
sharing basis. PS&S is regarded by commanders as one of 
the most important instrumentalities for maintaining a 
high state of morale among their personnel. As long as 
sizeable U.S. forces are deployed overseas the need for 
a newspaper like PS&S will remain. Use of ao -opriafd 
funds may be considered if necessary to insure continued 
operation of the newspaper. 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PERIODICALS 



1. SUBJECT/ISSUE: Establish policy guidance and management 
controls for Department of Defense periodicals. 

2. BACKGROUND : There is Congressional interest in this 
subject by both "House and Senate Appropriations Committees 
An annual report is required by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. In January 1971, the GAO began a review of 
DoD periodicals. It found that adequate procedures, did ' 
not exist for controlling and preventing duplication and * 
proliferation of periodicals. The issue also surfaced 

in the press. On January 31, 1972, the SecDef directed 
ASD (Comptroller) and ASD (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) 
to begin an audit, review and evaluation of DoD periodi- 
cals. A Periodical Evaluation Task Force was established 
to conduct the review. The task force submitted its re- 
port on September 1, 1972, and was approved by the Secre- 
tary. Major recommendation was the assignment to ASD 
(M&RA) the responsibility for establishing guidelines and 
management controls governing DoD periodicals. This re- 
sponsibility was transferred to ASD (Public Affairs) with 
the transfer of IAF functions to ASD (PA) in February, 1976 
From September 1972 through the end of fiscal year '75, 
the number and total annual cost of DoD periodicals has 
been reduced substantially, as shown: 

As_of : No. of Periodicals Total Annual Cost 

September 1972 1,402 $17.2 million 

June 30, 1975 653 $15.7 million 

DoD Directive 5120.43, Department of Defense Periodicals, 
was issued in September, 1973, to establish DoD policy 
and guidance. The DoD Periodicals file is computerized 
and reports are required every other year. Next report- 
ing date: as of October 31, 1977. 

3. DOD POSITION : It is the DoD position as set forth in the 
Secretary's memorandum of September 16, 1972, to initiate 
appropriate corrective action, including the development 
of guidance and management controls, governing Department 
of Defense periodicals. 
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HUMAN GOALS 



1. SUBJECT/ISSUE ; Announced by Secretary of Defense Melvin 
Laird August 18, 1969, the Human Goals Credo describes 
five basic goals to be observed by the Department of 
Defense in recognition of the individual needs, aspira- 
tions and capabilities of its military and civilian 
members. 

2 * BACKGROUND : The document has been reaffirmed and signed 
by each succeeding Secretary of Defense, Deputy Secretary, 
of Defense, Service Secretary, and the members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

3. POD POSITION : Upon reaffirmation and signature of the 
newly-appointed Secretary of Defense and his staff, the 
' document will be printed and distributed to Department 
of Defense installations worldwide. 



AUDIOVISUAL ACTIVITIES 



1. SUBJECT: Develop a DoD Integrated Audiovisual 

Equipment Inventory 

2. BACKGROUND: Within the Department of Defense, audio- 
visual equipment ranges in complexity from simple 
manual devices to highly sophisticated systems. No one 
to date has been able to identify total DoD assets in 
terms of quantities, types, and acquisition costs. 

To correct this problem, a plan was developed to gather 
individual equipment inventory tapes from the Services 
and by extraction of selected data elements, develop 
an integrated equipment inventory of DoD assets. The 
Services were tasked to provide copies of their existing 
inventory tapes to the Directorate for Audiovisual 
- Activities (DAVA) . 

It was discovered that not all Services maintained 
a central inventory of in-use world-wide assets, 
although they do maintain inventory information on 
warehouse assets. 

The information contained in inventory tapes submitted 
varied greatly. The premise that any accounting system 
would contain basic information such as stock number, 
nomenclature and price proved invalid. Although all 
Services have not submitted inventory tapes, it is 
becoming apparent that unless the Services modify 
the information contained in their respective inventories, 
an integrated equipment inventory file is impossible. 

As an interim measure, audiovisual activities are being 
tasked to provide total dollar acquisition costs of 
assets by Federal Supply Class. This information will 
be provided as part of the Annual Facilities Report. 
For the first time, we will be able to provide valid 
cost data although we will still lack specifics on 
equipment. 

3. DOD POSITION: Effective management of the DoD audio- 
visual inventory requires that a current and accurate 
data base which shows the location, quantities and cost 
of all end-items of equipment be maintained and made 
available to DoD management. This information will 
assist in developing equipment utilization standards in 
conjunction with facilities utilization criteria in 
areas of procurement, retention and reallocation of 
equipment. 



AUDIOVISUAL ACTIVITIES 



SUBJECT: Standardized Audiovisual Product ing 
Contracting 

BACKGROUND: Past management studies indicate wide- 
spread dissatisfaction with the Government's current 
audiovisual production contracting program. Commer- 
cial producers as well as many Government users are 
critical of the present program, which permits each 
agency to use its own forms, procedures, and poli- 
cies in contracting for productions. 

In furtherance of the responsibilities assigned to 
the Federal Audiovisual Committee, Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy (OFPP) , the Department of Defense 
was^jrequested to lead an effort to develop a uniform 
audiovisual procurement- systenrxfor use.. by all. Federal: : 
agencies The .proposed^ system,- developed by the. h--. 
Directorate for: Audiovisual- Activities', Of fice-J of dn-Ti 
formation! for" the. Armed .Forces.-.- was published in the 
Federal Register in August. 1976". ; The; comments -and--- - : - 
suggestions received from a widel segment -of the 'indus- 
try and from Government will be consolidated and pre- 
sented to the Federal Audiovisual Committee before 
the end of 1976 for development of final recommenda- 
tions. The Committee's decisions wi" 1 1 be incorporated 
into a revised proposal by the OFPP Audiovisual Con- 
tract Group, Directorate for Audiovisual Activities, 
for review and approval by the OFPP. 

"DoD POSITION: The implementation of a standard and 
simplified procedure which embodies good business 
practice and is necessary for improved audiovisual 
procurement is in the best interest of the Department 
of Defense. This is an issue which is important and 
should receive the personal attention of the Assist- 
antrSecretary.-. of Defense - (Public Affairs).. .... The posr-.. 

sibility for substantial dollar savings is great.,..: 
but care must be taken to assure that the Department 
receives a quality product in a very competitive 
industry-.v 
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DIRECTORATE FOR AUDIOVISUAL ACTIVITIES 
AUDIOVISUAL ACTIVITIES 



1. SUBJECT: Development of a Plan for DoD Which Meets 

the Objectives Established by OMB and OSD 

2. BACKGROUND: The. Department of Defense recently 
completed a draft report in response to a study 
entitled Review of Audiovisual Facilities in the 
Washington, D.C., and San Bernardino, California, 
Areas written in December 1975 by the Federal Audio- . 
visual Committee. 

The plan reflects ongoing and planned actions of the 
Military Services and DoD Agencies for consolidation 
and elimination of facilities and adds other actions 
required to meet OMB and OSD objectives, including 
completion of evaluation of facilities according to 
OMB Circular A-76 and conversion to use of private 
sector support where indicated. 

The process of coordination of the first draft of 
the plan has proven more refractory than anticipated, 
delaying the replies from the DoD components. The 
complexities of the plan and in its coordination 
have indicated the need for coordination of a second 
draft. 

The responses to the second draft of the plan are 
due back to OASD(PA) by January 24, 1977. A lack of 
unanimity in the DoD components' positions is expected 
even after the second cycle of coordination. 

3. DOD POSITION: The responses from the Military Depart- 
ments will be made by the Secretaries. A determination 
of the DoD position on the parts of the plan on which 
concurrence has not been reached must be made prior 

to writing the final plan for DoD. A decision on 
these points by the Secretary of Defense may be 
necessary. The final olan is due to OMB in early 
April, 1977. 
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ISSUE 



Subject : Alternatives to the Joint Civilian Orientation Conference 
(JCOC) 

Background : The JCOC is a week-long tour of selected military instal- 
lations (in the continental U. S.) and the Pentagon. Civilian opinion 
leaders participate — at the invitation of the Secretary of Defense. 

The program wa9 established in 1948. There have been one or more con- 
ferences per year since then, except in 1961, 1971, 1975, and 1976. 

Participants are selected from nominees submitted by elements of DoD, 
former participants, and — occasionally — Members of Congress . They 
arrange for their own transportation to the initial site on the tour 
and from the termination point (Washington, D. C.) to their homes. 
They also pay in part for the costs of food, lodging, and incidental 
expenses while on tour. 

While on the tour, the participants are transported by military air- 
craft. OASD(PA) has budgeted for the costs of the aircraft and the 
transportation of the military escort personnel. 

After laviews of the 1970 and 1972 tours, the General Accounting Of- 
fice reported that DoD did not account for all of the costs properly 
attributable to the program. (For 1970, DoD estimated the costs at 
$14,000, the GAO at §80,000; for 1972 the estimates were, respectively, 
$17,000 and $35,000.) In its 1970 report the GAO said it was unaware 
of any statute that would preclude DoD from incurring the costs of 
the tour programs or that would require DoD to recover the full cost 
from the invited participants. 

Present status : The Directorate for Community Relations, OASD(PA), 
is evaluating other means of communicating with key opinion leaders 
from a diversity of occupations a;:J geographical locations. The ob- 
jective is to develop a less expensive program. Now under considera- 
tion is a proposal to conduct four-day seminar programs in the Penta- 
gon at which participants would be exposed to the workings of the OSD, 
Joint Staff, and headquarters of the Military Services. Participants 
would be expected to provide their own transportation and living ex- 
penses. DoD expenditures would be minimal. 



ISSUE 



Sub J ect : Credibility of the Depar tment of l>jfen:;e 

Background : Some members of the press and :;or;ie private citizens be- 
lieve the Department of Defense has been too secretive about its 
activities and insufficiently candid on those occasions when it ha:; 
released information. Although complaints of lack of credibility 
are now heard less infrequently than in years past, some people 
seem to harbor a lingering doubt about the statements of Department- 
of Defense spokespersons. The Vietnam war experience, the aura of 
Watergate, and distrust of. the "military-industrial complex" have 
militated against acceptance of DoD arguments supportive of Defense 
programs. After 1973 the weight of press and public criticism ap- 
peared to shift from doubts about truthfulness to doubts about 
openness. 

Members of the 0.\SD(PA) staff who deal with news media 
representatives on a continuing basis sense that, during 1976, there 
has been a significant lowering in the level of distrust on the part 
of many or most of those representatives. 

DoD Position ! National security depends upon the support of an in- 
formed public. We recognize our obligation to provide to the public 
as much information as possible about their Armed Forces and the ac- 
tivities of the Department of Defense. The attached statement of 
public information principles provides for a free flow of informa- 
tion to the press and the American people withi: the limitations 
imposed by the requirements of national security, the need to pro- 
tect the lives of people in the military service, and the provisions 
of the Privacy Act. 

Each new Secretary of Defense should reaffirm our ad- 
herence to those principles. 



Attachment 



TH£ SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
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KEIORANDUH F03. Sacretaxi.es o£ the Military Departnents 
Chairman o£ the Joint Chiefs, of Statf 
'"Director of Defense Research and Engineering 

Assistant Secretaries of Defense 
■ The General Counsel 

Assistants to the Secretary of Defense 
Directors of the Defense agencies , 

SU3JZCT: Public Information 

To assure that the African people are fully informed about natters of 
St^S debase, the Department of Defease will conduct its -txvxties 
SfaTcpea mamner, consistent always with the need for security and . 
personnel safety. It has been said that ours is a nation wnich xs 
-l^caTaad directed.by the people, end that given access to xnfor^tion 
lty ^l± find their way to right decisions- Pron this it follows teat 
Cowmaent will serve us well only if the citizens are well formed. 
In eccoroLce Tith the Freedom of Information Act, unclassif xed -omatxo, 
other than that specifically exerted by the ^-"^3*$%. m 
accessible to the public. As a Member of Congress I < ; as ^ 
of the Freedom of Information Act. As Secretary o£ Defense I reaffirm .. 
ny cocdtoeac.to its intent. The following prxuciples a ?P l>. 

1 The Department's first concern must be the security of the 
United States and the safety of the men and women of the Armed 
Forces. Infection which would adversely affect the nation s 
security or endanger military personnel should not be disclosed. 

2 Ho information is to be classified solely because disclosure 
night result in criticise of the D.partcent. To avoic. abuse,, 
the declassification and classification crxteria set fortn 

in Department Directive 5200 -IK will be strictly unserved. 



3. The p 
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.revisions of the Frt-edo= of Information Act 552), 



?.d, are tc-be supported Ju both .letter 



4. The Department has n resfv 
accurate ar.d timely inform.-: L :i ■ 
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activities so that the public, the pres-J , r.tr} the Congress 
i?_iy assess and understand proposals and ;>:.'■...', r ar.i; . In our 
ircreas Ln^ly interdependent world, it is c>v- ; .: core important: 
f \zt . tha ele^eatsof nation:*! r.Jv'uri-ry p.:;.! C-.^Cap.r.e strategy 
be available to and understood by the public- Successful 
recruitment and retention of the active and reserve /O.I- 
Volunteer* Porce 'also require, that there bt- inforcation 
available as to the Department ' s goals, and objectives: There- 
fore, when interested citizens request defease information 
and/or speakers, every reasonable effort should be made to be 
responsive. ■ .1 

• * . **•*. * « , ■. "■*""-.•• * 

: ' 5. The Dapar&ant's responsibility to provide the public with 
accurate, titaely inf orcation on. its najor j-rograizs will 
require, in. soes instances, detailed public inf orr.ation 
planning and coordination within the Dapacrnact acd with . 
Other goverment agencies. The sole purpose of such 
"' planxing and coordination is to expedite the flow of .infor- 
. nation to the public. 

Each addressee will review all pertinent policies and public, ir.f omstion 
plans to insure proept and complete compliance with these, principles, 
•practices which do- not meet the foregoing criteria will be revised or " 
rescinded. . * 

Tee Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) is responsible for 
advising and assisting ca in the fulfillment of these public information 
principles throughout 'the Department. " •• 



ISSUES FOR ASSISTANT S EC RETARY OF D^NS E (P UBLIC AFFA T 

2. Issue : Frequency of ccws briefings. 

Background : By 1974, the. daily news briefing;* which had bi-.-n Ii^ld 
during the Vietnam Var h.id dwindled to tvo par veek. After i^onthi oi. 
requests, they were held almost daily until thi Spring of 1975, at which 
tine they slowly dwindled until June. After that, they were h»ld en an 
average of once a month. This displeased a fey reporters. Secretary Green 
began holding two briefiags- a week and that has been true for all or .1976. 
The Press Corps is very satisfied with this arrangement. 

The basic arguneet in favor of such briefings from the Press point of 
view is that this Department should be held publicly accountable on a 
frequent basis in an open forum. There are reporters who would prefer 
that there be no briefing unless we have something to announce. Most, 
however, like the idea of being able to ask questions in a briefing on 
a regular, planned basis. None of them would care for briefings nore 
than twice a week, unless there is a reason for it. 



DoD Position: Briefings are held Tuesdays and Thursdays at 1130 A.M. 



ISSU ES V0:< ASSISTANT SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE (PUM .lt: AF-yAlKS) 



1. Issue : Release to the Press of c'..iily calendars of Secretary of 
Defense, Deputy Secretary of Dif tr.-!s>- , and Service Secretaries. 

Background : After repeated urging by two or tores reporters over 
a period of many months, it has been the policy to post these calendars 
Not all appointments are : shown, but appointments with foreign diplomats 
members of Congress, defense contractors, and others connected with DoD 
affairs are listed. This has served to open up the conduct of public 
business by senior Departmental officials. 

DoD Position : Calendars are posted routinely each day in the 
Pentagon press office. 




for v: L , viable Nation. 1 Ccr ~ i tt(. 
of tho CiT-.r'J ;j;:tl I'.cserv.:. 

2. E^ CKGEOIF .r;; .' a N; :-.J or.iil t f.ci for Employer r.ur.oort 
oi the- Ci:;.^ 1 and i';-:^rve v.v.:\ originally estahl ishod s«, an 
7-dvir.ory Corr.-::5 ttee An June ] -J 7 2 , by Presidential 7i ?«r. ■ounce - 
nent. The National Committee war, recharted a:; an Operational 
Committee in July 1975, under provisions of DoD Directive 
5105.18. The National Committer:! for Employer Support 
operates with a voluntary organization consisting of- (a) 

A National Chairman, Mr. James M. Peche, an individual - 
of National Statue, former Chairman of the Board and 
Chief Executive Officer of General Motors Corporation, 
(b) An Executive Committee of 21 members who are distinguished 
leaders from industry, business, labor, media, government, 
and other organizations, (c) Field Operations Council - 
some 200 plus members who are selected on a basis of out- 
standing business and civic reputation who act as regional 
and local contacts for the National Committee, (d) Military 
Staff - The National Committee was originally staffed at 
21 people in 1972. This staff was reduced to 7 at the end 
of FY 75. 

New concern has been expressed by the ASD (M&RA) and other 
high level OSD managers over the present manning shortages 
within the Reserve Forces and the projected further re- 
duction in strengths because of poor retention rates being 
experienced. Additionally they have expressed concern 
over the noticeable trend amor.;; both public and private 
employers toward a lessening oi their support for employee 
participation in the Guard and Reserve Programs. 

3. DOD POSITION : Deputy Secretary Clements, in a meeting with 
Mr. James f4. Roche, National Chairman of the Employer 
Support Committee reaffirmed the need for a strong National 
Committee for Employer Support that could direct and conduct 
a vibrant program to maintain awareness and public under- 
standing, enlist support of employers, and encourage 
employee participation in the Guard and Reserve. Secretary 
Clements directed a memorandum be prepared specifying direct 
action to accomplish the fulfillment of the requirements 

of the Committee for increased manpower and funding resources 
to carry out their charter and mission. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE GENERAL COUNSEL 



Although they do not fully conform to the definition of "issue 
papers" as defined by U.S. News and World Report 's letter of 
December 14, 1976, the ten attached documents represent all issue 
material furnished by the General Counsel for the Transition Team 
of the Carter Administration. Eight of the issue papers are provided 
without deletions. The remaining two papers contain deletions as 
specified below: 

In the Briefing Paper entitled "Unionization of the Armed 
Forces," which is attached to the December 17, 1976 memorandum 
from Mr. Wiley to Mr. Herbits on that subject (Atch. 9), all of 
the last paragraph on page 2 (except the first sentence), which 
paragraph continues on page 3, is denied. This material consti- 
tutes legal advice and opinion in the nature of lawyer work- 
product being provided by the General Counsel to the Special 
Assistant to the Secretary and Deputy Secretaries of Defense and 
to the Transition Team. As a result, it is denied as part of an 
intra-agency memorandum under 5 U.S.C, 552(b)(5) which would not 
be available by law even to a party in litigation with the agency. 
The Defense Department considers the Transition Team to be a part 
of the Defense Department for purposes of receipt of 
documents under the fifth exemption. The legal advice therein 
relates to policy alternatives which are still being considered 
within the Defense Department regarding unionization of the armed 
forces , and, therefore^ the legitimate government purpose being 
served by withholding the information is to protect legal advice 
which is part of the deliberative decision-making process, and 
release of which could inhibit that process. 

At Attachment 10 is a memorandum dated December 22, 1976, pre- 
pared by the General Counsel at the request of the Transition Team, 
which outlines the "Pending Business" of the Office of the General 
Counsel. All 24 pages are released, except for 27 sentences and 
a portion of another sentence which are denied as described below: 

1. The last three sentences on page 5 of the memorandum 
are denied under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5) and (7) (A), (B) , and (C). 
These sentences constitute the legal judgment of the General 
Counsel that certain allegations against Defense Department 
employees required their being referred to the Justice 
Department for investigation. Accordingly, they are denied 
under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5) as being a legal determination in an 
intra-agency memorandum which would not be available by law 
to a party other than a party in litigation with the agency. 
Additionally, all three sentences are denied under 5 U.S.C. 
552(b)(7)(A), (B), and (C) as being information that is part 
of a law enforcement investigatory record, the release of 
which would interfere with enforcement proceedings, deprive 
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persons of the right to a fair trial, and constitute an 
unwarranted invasion of the personal privacy of the persons 
who are being investigated, but against whom no formal alle- 
gations have been brought at this time. 

2. A portion of the last sentence on page 6 of the memoran- 
dum (which continues on page 7) is denied under 5 U.S.C. 
552(b)(5) as being an evaluation contained in an intra- 
agency memorandum which would not be available by law to a 
party other than a party in litigation with the agency. 

The legitimate government purpose being served is that re- 
lease of this portion could result in misunderstanding of this 
issue by the public, who might construe this subjective 
evaluation to be fact, which in turn could hamper efforts 
to resolve the identified issue. 

3. The last sentence on page 7 and the first full sentence 
on page 8 of the memorandum; the second through fifth sen- 
tences in paragraph 4 on page 8; the second sentence in para- 
graph 5 on page 8; the last sentence in paragraph 5 on page 9; 
the second sentence in paragraph 6 on page 9; the third and 
fourth sentences in paragraph 8 on page 10; and the first two 
sentences in paragraph 9 on pages 10-11 are denied as exempt 
under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5), as being policy recommendations 
contained in an intra-agency memorandum. Release of such 
policy advice prior to its consideration and a decision by 
the appropriate official would interfere with the delibera- 
tive decision-making process of the Defense Department. 

4. The last two sentences on page 11 are denied as exempt 
under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5) because they are an assessment of 
a potential problem and an implied recommendation in an 
intra-agency memorandum concerning the appointment of 
military officers at the three- and four-star level, release 
of which would interfere with the deliberative decision-making 
processes of the Defense Department. 

5. The last two sentences in paragraph 10 on pages 12-13 of 
the memorandum and the last sentence in paragraph 11 on page 
13 are denied as exempt under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5) as being 
policy recommendations and advice in an intra-agency memoran- 
dum, release of which would interfere with the deliberative 
decision-making process of the Defense Department. 

6. The second sentence in paragraph 14 on page 14 of the 
memorandum is- denied as exempt under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5). It 
is an evaluation and opinion concerning the so-called Arab 
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boycott as it relates to DoD activities, contained in an 
intra- agency memorandum, release of which would interfere 
with the policy-making functions of the Defense Department 
on that issue. 

7. The last sentence in paragraph 17 on page 16 and the last 
sentence in paragraph 22 on page 19 are denied as exempt 
under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5). They are policy recommendations 
contained in an intra-agency memorandum, release of which, 
would interfere with the deliberative decision-making process 
of the Defense Department. 

8. The last sentence in paragraph 26 on page 21 is denied 
as exempt under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5). It is an assessment of, 
and opinion on, the possible impact of a lawsuit involving 
Mead Data, and release would interfere with policy decisions 
which must be made in how to deal with this problem. 

9. The last two sentences in paragraph 31 on page 23 are 
denied as exempt under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5). The first sentence 
constitutes a policy recommendation, release of which would 
interfere with policies which are presently being formulated 
within the Defense Department on whether to suggest changes 

to these board procedures. The second sentence is lawyer 
work-product which is presently being considered in connec- 
tion with pending litigation, premature release of which 
could interfere with the Government's position in that case. 



The Initial Denial Authority for the above deletions is Mr. Robert L. 
Gilliat, Assistant General Counsel. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SPECIAL. ASSISTANT 

SUBJECT; Transition Team - Request for Information and Papera - 



In response to your memorandum of 29 November 1976, and 
Mr. Stead man's memorandum of 27 November 1976, attached are 
the following briefs: 

U "The limits of Presidential power in the application of 

force and/or the deployment of US Forces" (Attachment 1). 

2. ,r The authority of the Secretary of Defense in the deployment 
and command of US Forces" (Attachment 2). 

3. "Statutory restraint on the Secretary of Defense and/or 
President to reorganisation of DoD M (Attachment 3). 

4. "Summary of DoD rules and regulations regarding conflicts 
of interest* " - The standards of consuct directive has been 
revised and will be published in the Federal Register for 
public comment on Wednesday, 8 December 1976. The 
proposed new regulation is attached at Attachment 4. 

5. "The status of outstanding programs to reintegrate Vietnam 
draft evaders/deserters in US society including DoD estimates 
of the number of persons in each category. " - A summary of 
this program prepared in the Office of the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Manpower & Reserve Affairs) is attached at 
Attachment 5. 

The three other items are under preparation. 



November 27, 1976 




Richard A. Wiley 




Subject: Transition 




OFFICE Or THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSS 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2030! 



29 November 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR General Counsel (Attention: Mr. Neiderlehner) 
SUBJECT: Transition Team - Request for Information and Papers 



Attached from Mr. R. C. Steadman, head of the President-elect's 
transition team for DoD, are a number of specific requests for 
briefing/information papers in Ceneral Counsel areas of responsi- 
bility. 

As Mr. Steadman' s memorandum indicates, he would like these papers 
as soon as possible, and hopefully all within a week. 

To the extent possible, responses to these specific requests should 
be addressed in Section II ("Issues") of the briefing book requested 
in my November 10, 1976 memorandum and due to my office by close of 
business Friday, 3 December. 



Stephen £. Herb its 
The Special Assistant 



Attached 
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The limits of Presid ent ial power in the 
application of force and/or the deploy- 
ment of US Forces outside US territory 

The legal limits of Presidential power are contained in 
international law, US Constitutional law, and Acts of 
Congress. 

The limits of international law are contained in rules of 
general applicability, such as the UN Charter prohibition 
on "the threat or use of force against the territorial in- 
tegrity or political independence of any state, or in any 
other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United 
Nations," and customary international law limitations on 
belligerent and neutral states, conduct of hostilities, 
use of some kinds of weapons, etc. The limits of inter- 
national law are also contained in Treaties and executive 
agreements to which the US is a party but which are not 
of general applicability, such as the OAS Charter pro- 
hibition on intervention "directly or indirectly, for any 
reason whatever, in the internal or external affairs of 
any other State, "and foreign base rights agreements which 
limit the US right to deploy certain kinds of weapons, to 
use the bases in the event of hostilities, etc. The 
fundamental international legal limitation on the deploy- 
ment of US forces outside US territory is the requirement 
of the prior consent, tacit or express, of the territorial 
sovereign. 

The limits of US Constitutional law and Acts of Congress on 
Presidential power in the application of force and/or the 
deployment of US forces outside US territory have never been 
fully determined or exhaustively compiled, although most 
agree that such limits exist. A summary of the issues and 
pertinent texts is set forth in the attached prepared state- 
ment of the Acting General Counsel, DoD, for a Senate 
Judiciary Subcommittee hearing scheduled for September 9, 
1975 (the hearing was indefinitely postponed) . 

Special note should be taken of the War Powers Resolution 
(P.L. 93-148, enacted on November 7, 1973 over Presidential 
veto) which requires the President to report in writing to 
the Congress within 48 hours after US forces are introduced, 
in absence of a declaration of war (1) into hostilities or 
into situations where imminent involvement in hostilities 
is clearly indicated by the circumstances; (2) into the 
territory, airspace or waters of a foreign nation, while 
equipped for combat, except for deployments which relate 
solely to supply, replacement, repair, or training of such 
forces; or (3) in numbers which substantially enlarge United 
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States Armed Forces equipped for combat already located in 
a foreign nation. In case of a report in situation (1) , 
the War Powers Resolution requires the President to terminate 
the use of US forces in such situation within 60 days, unless 
the Congress has declared war or has enacted a specific 
authorization for such use, has extended by law such 60-day. 
period, or is physically unable to meet as a result of an 
armed attack upon the United States. The 60-day period can 
also be extended for an additional 30 days if the President 
determines that unavoidable military necessity respecting 
US forces safety requires their continued use in the course 
of bringing about a prompt removal of such forces. 



The authority of the Secretary of De fense 
in the deployment and command of US Forces 



Article II, Section 2 of the US Constitution provides that 
"The President shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and 
Navy of the United States, and of the Militia of the several 
States, when called into the actual Service of the United 
States". Pursuant to title 10 United States Code, section 
133, the President appoints the Secretary of Defense who "is 
the head of the Department of Defense" and "is the principal 
assistant to the President in all matters relating to the 
Department of Defense." 

Title 10 USC, sec. 133(b), provides that the Secretary of 
Defense "has authority, direction, and control over the De- 
partment of Defense" subject to (1) the direction of the 
President, (2) title 10 of the United States Code, and (3) 
50 USC, sec. 401. The last-mentioned section sets forth 
the Congressional declaration of purpose in enacting the 
National Security Act of 1947, as amended, including "to 
provide for the establishment of unified or specified combat- 
ant commands, and a clear and direct line of command to 
such commands; ...[and] to provide for the unified strategic 
direction of the combatant forces, for their operation under 
unified command, and for their integration into an efficient 
team of land, naval, and air forces but not to establish a 
single Chief of Staff over the armed forces nor an overall 
armed forces general staff." 

Title 10 USC, sec. 141, establishes the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
as "the principal military advisers to the President, the 
National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense" and 
requires the Joint Chiefs of Staff, subject to the authority 
and ^direction of the President and the Secretary of Defense, 
to "establish unified commands in strategic areas". The Chair- 
man of the JCS is appointed by the President pursuant to 10 
USC, sec. 142, to, inter alia , "preside over the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff"; however, "he may not exercise military command 
over the Joint Chiefs of Staff or any of the armed forces." 
Title 10 USC, sec. 143, establishes the Joint Staff to per- 
form such duties as the Joint Chiefs of Staff or the Chair- 
man prescribes, but provides that the Joint Staff "shall not 
operate or be organized as an overall Armed Forces General 
Staff and shall have no executive authority." 

Title 10 USC, sec. 124, provides: 

" (a) With the advice and assistance of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the President, through the Secretary 
of Defense, shall — 
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(1) establish unified combatant commands 
or specified combatant commands to perform 
military missions,-, and 

(2) shall prescribe the force structure 
of those commands . 

" (b) The military departments shall assign forces 
to combatant commands established under this section 
to perform the missions of those commands. A force 
so assigned is under the full operational command 1 
of the commander of the command to which it is assign- 
ed. It may be transferred from the command to which 
it is assigned only by authority of the Secretary and 
under procedures prescribed by the Secretary with the 
approval of the President. A force not so assigned 
remains, for all purposes, in the military department 
concerned. 

" (c) Combatant commands established under this 
section are responsible to the President and to the 
Secretary for such military missions as may be 
assigned to them by the Secretary with the approval 
of the President. 

"(d) Subject to the authority, direction, and 
control of the Secretary, each military department 
is responsible for the administration of forces 
assigned by that department to combatant commands 
established under this section. The Secretary shall 
assign the responsibility for the support of forces 
assigned to those commands to one or more of the 
military departments . " 

The authority of the Secretary of Defense in the deploy ment 
of US forces is therefore: (1) derived from the a uthority of 
the President as Commander in Chief and is subject to the 
limits on the President's authority; {2) subject to the direc 
°5 ?! President '- < 3 > subject to the provisions of 5 tie 
10 United States Code and other statutory provisions as well 
as the availability of the necessary funds; and (4) executed 
?n r nSr nt t0 unified command plan approved under title 

iv use, sec. 124(a), and (b) the assignment of forces to the 
;;™Jr nt commands by the military departments under title 
10 USC, sec. 124(b). The authority of the Secretary of De- 
tense in the command of deployed US Forces is subject to the 
approval of the President pursuant to title 10 USC, sec 
ful limitation? eXGrcise ° f that auth ^it y is subject to law- 
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29 November 1976 Memorandum Item No. 4: 

"Statutory restraint on the Secretary of Defense and /or President 
to reorganization of the Department of Defense. " 

The general authority of the President to accomplish reorgani- 
zations within the Executive Branch is covered in section 901 ff. of 
Title 5 of the United States Code, This authority expired on April 1, 
1973. Its renewal was requested by President Ford, but the request 
was not acted upon by the Congress. President-Elect Carter has 
indicated that he will request a renewal of this authority. 

In essence, a reorganization plan is a reverse legislative process 
in that the President acts before the Congress acts. The President 
formally submits his plan to the Congress, and if neither House adopts 
a disapproval resolution within 60 days of continuous session of the 
Congress, the plan becomes law. The process permits the establish- 
ment of a cohesive organization which is not subject to legislative 
amendment to accommodate special interests. 

Extensive reorganization authority is vested by current law in the 
Secretary of Defense with respect to only the Department of Defense. 
Section 125 of Title 10 (text attached at Tab A) provides a scheme for 
the transfer, reassignment, consolidation, or abolition of any function, 
power, or duty, subject to the same sort of disapproval authority as is 
provided for in the Presidential Reorganization Act. With respect to 
either authority, the Reorganization Plan takes effect as law, unless it 
is disapproved by either House of the Congress. Sixty days of continuous 
session is prescribed for Presidential plans: and in the case of the 
Secretary of Defense, a 30-day period for either Armed Services 
Committee to act, plus an additional 40 days after a disapproval 
resolution is reported from Committee. 

An important difference between a Presidential Reorganization Plan 
and a Secretary of Defense Plan is that the former may provide for appoint- 
ment and pay of officers. It may also change the name of an agency. It is, 
however, subject to some limitations, such as a prohibition against 
creating a new Executive Department, or consolidating two Executive 
Departments. 

There- is one additional authority vested by the National Security Act 
in the President with respect to! me Department of Defense. This is the 
authority of the President to establish unified {more than one military 
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service) or specified (a single military service) combatant commands, 
and the assignment of military forces and missions to these commands- 
This authority is not subject to approval by the Congress except through- 
the indirect medium of the appropriation process (text attached at Tab B)» 

Within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, there is the Secre- 
tary of Defense who is the head of the entire Department of Defense. The 
National Security Act, as amended, provides for two Deputy Secretaries, 
to perform such duties as the Secretary of Defense prescribes. There is 
a Director of Defense Research and Engineering whose duties are limited 
to research and engineering under 10 U.S.C. 135. There are nine 
Assistant Secretaries of Defense of whom the duties of these are pre- : 
scribed (or limited) by statute: ' 

1. Health Affairs; 

2. Manpower and Reserve Affairs; and 

3. Comptroller, 

The other six Assistant Secretaries perform such duties as the Secretary 
of Defense may prescribe. 

Although the six Assistant Secretaries perform such duties as the 
Secretary of Defense prescribes, and although the six are nominated and 
confirmed "in blank", i.e., each simply as an Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, the Senate Armed ServicesCCommittee has vigorously objected 
to the assignment of new duties to an Assistant Secretary already in office, 
and has forced a renomlnation. The Committee's position is that each 
nominee's qualifications are examined in relation to specific duties even 
though he is nominated "in blank". 

The General Counsel is, by statute, the Chief Legal Officer of the 
Department, and performs such other duties as the Secretary may prescribe* 

The National Security Act further provides for a Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs, appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate. There is also a Chairman 
of the Military Liaison Committee to the Atomic Energy Commission, 
appointed by the President, with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
This officer customarily serves also as the Assistant to the Secretary 
of Defense for Atomic Energy Matters. 
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Within each military department, there is a Secretary who is the 
head of the department, and an Under Secretary who is his general backup. 
There are £onr Assistant Secretaries for the Navy and the Air Force, whose 
duties are prescribed by their respective Secretaries. In the Army, there 
are five Assistant Secretaries. The duties of one are prescribed by statute 
as "Civil Works. »• 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 
(32 CFR 40) 
STANDARDS OF CONDUCT 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 

Pursuant to the authority contained in E.O. 11222, May 8, 1965 and 
P.L. 87-651. 

Part 40 prescribes standards of conduct relating to possible 
conflict between private interests and official duties required of all 
Department of Defense personnel, regardless of assignment. 

The primary revision provides for a more concise and effective regula 

tion. 

Public comment on the proposed revision may be submitted within 
thirty days after publication in the Federal Register to Office of the 
General Counsel, Room 3E980, Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20301. 

The proposed amendment to Part 40 reads as follows: 

Sec. 

40.1 Purpose and Objectives 

40.2 Applicability 

40.3 Definitions 

40.4 Appropriate Conduct of Official Activities 

40.5 Information to Personnel 

40.6 Standards of Conduct Counsellors 

40.7 Reporting Suspected Violations 

40.8 Resolving Violations 



AO. 9 Statements of Affiliations and Financial Interests 

40.10 Nondisqualifying Financial Interest 

40.11 Required Statement of Employment 

40.12 Requirements for Submission of Statements of Affiliations and 
Financial Interests 

40.13 Effective Date 

AUTHORITY: The provisions of ii 40.1 - 40.13 are issued under E.O. 
11222 and P.L. 87-651. 
§ 40.1 Purpose arid Objectives 

(a) Government employment, as a public trust, requires that DoD 
personnel put loyalty to ethical and legal principles and to country 
above personal gain and any other interests. This Part prescribes 
standards of conduct required of all Department of Defense (DoD) person- 
nel, regardless of assignment. 

(b) Penalties for violations of this Part include the full range 

of statutory and regulatory sanctions for civilian and military personnel. 

(c) This Part implements (1) Executive Order 11222 of May 8, 1965, 
and (2) The Civil Service Commission Regulation, "Employee Responsibili- 
ties and Conduct," Title 5, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 735. It 
includes standards of conduct based on the conflict of interests laws, 
and it is in consonance with the Code of Ethics for Government Service 
contained in House Concurrent Resolution 175, 85th Congress. Preemploy- 
ment and post employment reporting requirements concerning defense related 
employment are covered in DoD Directive 7700.15, "Reporting Procedures 

on Defense Related Employment," October 30, 1970. — 

1/ Filed as part of original . Copies ava.i J able from Naval Publications 
and Forms Center, 5801 Tabor Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa. 19120, Attn: 



§ 40.2 Applica bility 

This Part applies to all DoD personnel in 'the Office of the Sec- 
retary of Defense, the Military Deportments, the Organization of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Defense Agencies including nonappropriated 
fund activities (hereinafter. referred to as "DoD Components"). 
§ 40.3 " Definitions' " " *'' " ," ' 

(a) DoD Personne l means all civilian officers and employees, 
including special Government employees, of all DoD Components and all 
active duty officers (commissioned and warrant) and enlisted members of 
the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps. 

(b) Gratuity means any Rift, favor, entertainment, hospitality, 
transportation, loan, any other tangible item, and any intangible 
benefits, for example discounts, passes, and promotional vendor training, 
given or extended to or on behalf of DoD personnel or their families 

for which fair market value is not paid by the recipient or- the U.S. 
Government . 

(c) Officer or employee means all civilian, officers and employees, 
and all military officers on active duty, except those who are "special 
Government employees." 

(d) Special Government employee means an officer or employee who 

is retained, designated, appointed, or employed to perfcro, with or without 
compensation, for not to exceed 130 days during any period of 365 conse- 
cutive, days, temporary duties either on a full-time or intermittent 
basis. The term also includes a Reserve officer while cn active duty 
solely for training for any length of time, one who is serving on 
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active duty involuntarily for any length, of time, c;;d one who is serving 
voluntarily on extended' active duty for 130 days or less. It dons not 
include enlisted personnel. 

(e) Sta ndards of Conduct Counsellors are discussed in I 40.6. 
■§.40.4 A ppropriate Conduct of Official Activities ' ' 

(a) General 

(1) DoD personnel shall become familiar with the scope of legal 
-authority for, and the legal limitations concerning, the activities 
for which they have responsibilities. 

(2) The attention of DoD personnel is. directed to the statutory 
prohibitions which apply to DoD personnel conduct. 

(3) DoD personnel shall not make or recommend any expenditure 
of funds or take or recommend • any action known or believed to be in 
violation of U.S. laws, Executive Orders, or applicable Directives, 
Instructions, or regulations. 

(4) In cases of doubt as to the propriety of a proposed action or 
decision in terms of regulation or law, DoD personnel shall consult the 
Standards of Conduct Counsellor and, as appropriate, legal counsel to 
ensure the proper and lawful conduct of DoD programs and activities. 

(b) Conduct Prejudicial to the Government 

DoD personnel shall avoid any action, whether or not specifically 
prohibited by this Part,' which might result in or reasonably be expected 
to create the appearance of: 

(1) Using public (il l: ice for private gain; 

(7.) living preferential treatment to any person or entity; 
(3) Impeding Government efficiency or economy; 



(4) Losing complete independence or impartiality; 

(5) Making a Government decision outside official channels; or 

(6) Affecting adversely the confidence of the public in the 
integrity of the Government. 

(c) Conflicts of 'Interests 

(1) Affiliations and Financial Interests — DoD personnel shall not 
engage in any personal, business, or professional activity, or receive 
or retain any direct or indirect financial interest, which places them 
in a position of conflict between their private interests and the public 
interests of the United States related to the duties or responsibilities 
of their DoD positions. For the purpose of this prohibition, the private 
interests of a spouse, minor child, or dependent member of one's house- 
hold shall be deemed to be private interests of the DoD personnel. 

(2) Using Inside Information — DoD personnel shall not use, directly 
or indirectly, inside information to further a private gain for themselves 
or others if that information is not generally available to the public 
and was obtained by reason of their DoD position. 

(3) Using DoD Position — DoD personnel are prohibited from using 
their DoD positions to induce, coerce, or in any manner influence any 
person, including subordinates, to provide any benefit, financial or 
otherwise, to themselves or others. 

(4> Disqualification or Divestiture Requirements 
Unless otherwise expressly authorized by action taken under 18 USC 
207 or 208, all DoD personnel who have af filiations with or interests in 
Defense contractors must disqualify themselves from any official activities 
in relation to those entities. The formal disqualification must be 
isent to tlu' i.ud iv idiv. t ' s superior and immediate subordinates. If the 



individual cannot adequately perform his official duties after such 
a disqualification, he must divest himself of such involvement or be 
removed from the position. 

(d) .M embership in Associations 

DoD personnel who are members or officers of non-governmental 
associations or organizations must avoid activities on behalf of the 
association or organization that are incompatible with their official 
Government positions- (DoD Directive 5500.2, "Policies Governing Parti- 
cipation of Department of Defense Components and Personnel in Activities 
of Private Associations," August 4, 1972 (37 FR 16674) and DoD Instruc- 
tion 5410.20, "Public Affairs Relations with Business and Hon Governmental 
Organizations Representing Business," January 16, 1974. — ^ 

(e ) Dealing with Present and Former Military and Civilian Personnel 
DoD personnel shall not knowingly deal on behalf of the Government 

with military or civilian personnel, or former military or civilian 
personnel, of the Government, whose participation in the transaction 
would be in. violation of a statute, regulation, or policy set forth 
in this Part. 

(f) . Commercial Soliciting by DoD Personnel 

In order to eliminate, the appearance of coercion, intimidation, or 
pressure from rank, grade, or position, fulltime civilian personnel and 
active duty military personnel are prohibited from making commercial 
solicitations or sales to DoD personnel junior in rank or grade, at any 
time, on or off duty, in or put of uniform. This limitation includes j 
but is not limited to, the solicitation and sale of ir.surar.ee, stocks, 
mutual funds, veal estate, and any other commodities, goods, or services. 



This prohibition is not applicable to the one-time sale by an individual 

i 

of his own personal property or privately owned dwelling or to the off- 
duty employment of DoD personnel as employees of retail store outlets or 
similar establishments where the sales of goods and services do not 
involve solicited sales situations. 

(g) Assignment of Reserves for Training 

i i 

DoD personnel who are responsible for assigning Reserves for 
training shall not assign them to duties in which they will obtain 
information that could be used by them or their private sector employers 
to give them an unfair advantage over their civilian competitors. 

(h) Prohibited Selling by Retired Officers 

There are legal limitations on sales by retired regular military 
officers to any component of the DoD, Coast Guard, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, or Public Health Service. 

(i) Equal Opportunity 

DoD personnel shall scrupulously adhere to the DoD program of equal 
opportunity regardless of race, color, religion, sex, age, or national 
origin. (DoD Directive 1100.15, "The Department of Defense Equal Oppor- 
tunity Program," June 3, 1976.) If 

(j) Gratuities 

(1) Policy Basis 

Acceptance of gratuities by DoD personnel or their families, no 
matter how innocently tendered and received, from those who have or seek 
business with the Department of Defense, and from those whose business 
interests are affected by. Department functions may be a source of embar- 
rassment to the Department, may affect the objective judgment of the DoD 
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personnel involved, and may impair pubfic confidence in th<: integrity of 
the Goveriiincnt. 

( ?- ) Gen e ra 1 Pro hibiti on 

Except as provided in paragraph (j) of this section, DoD personnel 
shall not solicit, accept, or agree to accept any gratuity, for themselves , 
members of their families, or others, either directly or indirectly 
from, or on behalf of, any source which: 

(i) Is engaged in or seeks business or financial relations of any 
sort with any DoD Component; 

(ii) Conducts operations or activities that are either regulated by 
any DoD Component or significantly affected by DoD decisions; or 

(iii) Has interests that may be substantially affected by the per- 

v 

formance or nonperformance of the official duty of DoD personnel. 
(3) Limited Exceptions 

The general prohibition in subparagraph (2), paragraph (j) of this 
section, do not apply to the following: 

(i) Continued participation in employee welfare or benefit plans 

of a former employer when permitted by law and approved by the Standards 
of Conduct Counsellor. 

(ii) Advertising or promotional items of clearly less than $5 in 
retail value. 

(iii) Trophies, entertainment, prizes, or awards for public service 
or achievement or given in games or contests which are clearly open to 
the public generally or which are officially approved for DoD personnel 



(iv) Things available to the public such as university scholarships 
covered by DoD Directive 1322.6, "Fellowships, Scholarships, and Grants 
for Members of the Armed Forces," April 27, 1963 (32 Part 139) and free 
exhibitions by Defense contractors at public trade fairs. 

(v) Discounts or concessions extended component-wide and available 
to all personnel in the component. 

(vi) Participation in civic and community activities by DoD 
personnel when any relationship with defense contractors is remote, * 
for example, participation in a little league or Combined Federal Cam- 
paign luncheon which is subsidized by a concern doing business with a 

DoD Component. 

(vii) Social activities engaged in by officials of the Department 
and officers in command, or their representatives, with local civic 
leaders as part of community relations programs of the Department, 

in accordance with DoD Directive 5410.18, "Community Relations," July 3, 
1974. * 

(viii) Participation of DoD personnel in widely attended gather- 
ings of mutual interest to Government and industry, sponsored or hosted 
by industrial, technical, and professional associations, not by indivi- 
dual contractors, provided that they have been approved in accordance 
with DoD Instruction 5410.20, "Public Affairs Relations with Business and 
Nongovernmental Organizations Representing Business," January 14, 1974. — 

(ix) Situations in which (a) participation by DoD personnel at 
public ceremonial activities of mutual interest to industry, local 
communities, and the Department serves the interests of the Government 
and (b) the invitation is approved by the Head of the employing DoD 
Component or his designee. 



(x) Contractor-provided transportation, ine-als, or overnight accom- 
modations in connection with official business when arrangements for 
Government or commercial transportation, meals, or accomodations .ire 
clearly impracticable. In any such case, the individual shall report, 
the circumstances to his supervisor as soon as possible. . ..... 

(:<i) Situations in which, in the sound judgment of the individual 
concerned or his supervisor, the Government's interest will be served 
by DoD personnel participating in activities otherwise prohibited. In 
any such case, a report of the circumstances shall be made in advance, 
or, when an advance report is not possible, within A8 hours by the indi- 
vidual or his supervisor to the appropriate Standards of Conduct Coun- 
sellor, who, for this purpose, shall be directly responsible to the head 
of the military department or the Secretary of Defense. 

(4) The acceptance of accommodations, subsistence, or services 
furnished in kind in connection with official travel from other than 
sources indicated in (j) (2) of this section, is authorized only when 
the individual attending is to be a speaker, panelist, project officer 
or other bona fide participant in the activity attended and when such 
attendance and acceptance is' authorized by the order-issuing authority 
as in the overall Government interest. 

(5) DoD personnel may not accept personal reimburse-ent from a 
private source for expenses incident to official travel, unless authorized 
by, the Standards of Conduct Counsellor (pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 411.1 or 
other statutory authority). Rather, any reimbursement must be made 

to the Government by check payable to the Treasurer cf the United States. 
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Pcrsonnol will be reimbursed by the (>>v trainer.!: in ^coi-rc'anc; with 
regulations relating to reimbursement. In no case shall DoD personnel 
accent, either in kind or for cash reimbursement, benefits which are 
extravagant or excessive in nature. 

(6) When accommodations, subsistence, or services in kind are 
furnished to DoD personnel by private sources, consistent with paragraph 
(j) of this section, appropriate deductions shall be reported and made 
in the travel, per diem, and other allowances otherwise payable. 

(7) Procedures with respect to gifts from foreign governments are 
set forth in DoD Directive 1005.3, "Decorations and Gifts from Foreign 
Governments," September 16, 1967. 2J . . 

(8) Procedures with respect to ROTC Staff Members are set forth 
in DoD Directive 1215, S, "Policies Relating to Senior Reserve Officers' 
Training Corps (ROTC) Programs," May 1, 1974. 

(9) After the effective date of this Part, DoD personnel who receive 
gratuities or have gratuities received for them in circumstances not in 
conformance with the standards of this Part shall promptly take one of 
the following steps concerning them. 

(i) Return them to the originating parties to the extent feasible. 

(ii) Provide them to the officer designated for collection and 
disposition for the component or unit. 

(iii) Report to the appropriate Standards of Conduct Counsellor 
the circumstances of the receipt and handling of the gratuity up to 
the present time. 

Prohib it ion of Contribution s or Presents to Superiors 
DoD personnel shall not solicit a contribution from other officers 



or employee?:; for a gift l:o an o5',f i cia 1 sup< -t:.i or, csr-a a donation or a 
gift to an official superior, or accept: a gift from ;:n officer or 
employee receiving leys pay ikzn themselves. Kcwevtr, a voluntary gift 
or donation of nominal value mane on a special occasion such aw marriage, 
illness, transfer, or retirement is not prohibited- . 
. . . (1) Us e of Government Facilities^ Property, and Manpower 

DoD personnel shall not directly or indirectly use, or allow the 
use of, government property or facilities of any kind, including property 
leased to the government, for other than officially approved activities. 
Government facilities, property, and manpower, such as stationery, 
stenographic and typing assistance, mimeograph, and chauffeur services, 
shall be used only for official government business. DoD personnel have 
a positive duty to protect and conserve government property, including 
equipment and supplies entrusted to them. This paragraph does not 
preclude the use of government facilities for approved c-ctivities in 
furtherance of DoD-community relations provided they do not interfere 
with military missions. 

(m) Use of Civilia n and Milit ary Titles or Positio ns in Conn ectio n 
' With Commercial Enterprises 

(1) All civilian personnel, and military personnel on active duty, 

i 

are prohibited from using their civilian and military tirles or positions 
in connection with any commercial enterprises or in enccrsir.g any commercial 
product. This does not preclude such author identification for material 
published in accordance with DoD procedures. 

(2) All retired military personnel and all r.e-ce_s of reserve 
components, not on active duty, are permitted to use their military titles 
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in connection with commercial enterprises provided ^.v.;!. «::.,-.• i.:-..:icatc 
Choir inactive reserve or retired statu*. However, if such use of mili- 
tary tildes in nay way costs disc red if on the Military services or the s'-o.D 
or gives the appearance of sponsorship, sanction, endorsement, or approval 
; by the military services or the, DoD, it is prohibited. In addition, the 
..military departments may restrict retired personnel and members of reserve 
components, not on active diity, ' frcia using their military titles in 
overseas areas. 

• ( n ) Outside E mploy ment of DoD Personnel 

(1) DoD personnel shall not engage in outside employment or other 
outside activity,. with or without compensation, which: 

(i) Interferes with, or is not compatible with, the performance 
of their Government duties; 

Cii) May reasonably be expected to bring discredit on the Government 
or the DoD agency concerned; cr 

(iii) Is otherwise inconsistent with the requirements of this 
Part, including the requirements to avoid actions and situations 
which reasonably can be expected to create the appearance of conflicts 
of interests. 

(2) No enlisted member of the armed forces on active duty may 
be ordered or authorized to leave his post to engage in a personal, 
business, or professional activity if it would interfere with the 
customary or regular employment of local civilians in their art, trade, 
or profession. 

(3) Off-duty employment of military personnel by an organization 
involved in a strike is permissible if the member was on the payroll of 



such organization prior to thu rc: imeiH-.emcnt of the strike and If the 
employment is otherwise in conformance with, the "provisions of this Part. 
No military member may accept employment by an organisation at a locnti.cn 
whore i.Iuit organization is involved in a strike after commencement and 
during the course of such a strike. Members who are engaged in of f— duty 
civilian employment which does not meet the above policy are required 
to terminate such employment. • 
. (4) An active duty officer of the regular Navy or .Marine Corps 

may not be. employed by any person furnishing Naval supplies or i;ar 
materials to the United States and continue to receive. his service pay. 

(5) DolD personnel are encouraged to engage in teaching, public 
speaking, and writing. However, an employee shall not, either for or 
without compensation, engage in teaching, lecturing, or writing that is 
dependent on information obtained as a result of his Government employment: 
except when that information has been published or is generally available 
to the public, or when the agency head gives written authorization for 

the use of non-public information on the basis that the use is in the 
public interest and when it will be made generally available to the public 

(6) An employee who is a civilian Presidential appointee shall not 
receive compensation or anything of monetary value for any consultation, 
lecture, discussion, writing, or appearance, the subject tetter of which 
is devoted substantially to the responsibilities, progress, or operations 
of ■ his agency or which draws substantially on official material which 
has not become part of the body of public information. 

(o ) Gajnbi ing ._Ey tting,_ nr.d lotteries^ 

DoD personnel shall not participate, while cn Goverr.-.ent-owned , 
leased, or controlled property, -or otherwise -while on official dety for 



the Government, in any gambling activity, including for example, a 
lottery or pool, any game for money or property, and the sale or purchase 
of a number slip or ticket. The only exceptions are for official activi- 
ties which have specific agency approval, 
(p) Indebtedness 

DoD personnel shall pay their just financial obligations, particularly 
those imposed by law such as federal, state, and local taxes, so that their 
indebtedness does not adversely affect the Government as their employer. 
DoD Components are not required to determine the validity or amount 
of disputed debts. 
§ 40.5 Information to Personnel 

All DoD personnel, including those appointed by the President, shall, 
in fact, be given a copy of this Part or implementing DoD Component 
regulation and an oral standards of conduct briefing preceding employment 
or assumption of duties and will be reminded at least semi-annually of 
their duty to comply with the required standards of conduct. Each reci- 
pient of such a briefing shall attest in writing to his attendance at 
such a briefing, the fact that he has read this Part, and his comprehension 
of the requirements imposed by its standards. 
§ 40.6 Standards of Conduct Counsellors 

(a) The Secretary of each Military Department and the Director -of 
each Defense Agency shall designate a Standards of Conduct Counsellor 
and one or more Deputy Counsellors. Those designated shall be responsible 
for providing advice and assistance to their departments or agencies 
and to personnel of those departments and agencies on all questions 
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arising from the operation and implementation of this Part. They shall 
also he responsible for the proper coordination and disposition of all 
standards of conduct problems. 

(b) The General Counsel of the DoD, or his designee, shall provide 
legal guidance to the Standards of Conduct Counsellors throughout the 
Department of Defense. < 

(c) The General Counsel shall represent the DoD to the Civil 
Service Commission. The General Counsel shall assist the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Administration), Office of the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Comptroller), or his designee, who shall perform the role of 
Standards of Conduct Counsellor for the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense. 

1 40.7 Reporting Suspected Violations 

DoD personnel vho have information which causes them to believe 
that there has been a violation of a statute or standard of conduct 
required by this Part shall promptly report such information to their 
Immediate superiors or, if those persons' conduct is at issue, to the next 
higher superiors. If the person to whom the report is made believes 
there has been a violation, he shall report the matter to the appropriate 
Standards of Conduct Counsellor for action. 
§ 40.8 Resolving Violations ' 

The resolution of standards of conduct problems shall be accomplished 
promptly by one or more measures, such as divestment of conflicting 
interests, disqualification for particular assignments, changes in 
assigned duties, termination, or other appropriate action, as provided by 
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statute or administrative procedures. Disciplinary actions shall be in 

accordance with established personnel procedures. 

I 40.9 Statements of Affiliations and Financial Interests 

The following DoD personnel are required to submit annual and up- 
dating Statements of Affiliations and Financial Interests, Form 1555, U 
unless they are expressly exempted. (See § 40.12 for details on applica- 
bility and requirements.) 

(a) All civilian officers and employees paid at the level of grades 
GS-16 to 18 or the Executive Schedule. 

(b) All officers of flag or general rank. , 

(c) Commanders and Deputy Commanders of major installations, 
activities, and operations as determined by the respective Secretaries 
of the Military Departments and the Directors of the Defense Agencies. 

(d) Board members of the Armed Service Board of Contract Appeals. 

(e) DoD personnel classified at GS-13 or above, or at a comparable 
pay level under other authority, and members of the military in the rank 
of Lieutenant Colonel, Commander, or above when the responsibilities of 
such personnel require the exercise of judgment in making a Government 
decision or in taking Government action in regard to activities in which 
the final decision or action may have a significant economic impact on 
the interests of any non-Federal entity. 

(f) Special Government employees. 

(g) Other DoD personnel who are requested, with Civil Service 
Commission approval, to file such Statements. 

2/ Filed as part of original. Copies available from Office of General 
Counsel, Rm 3E977, Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20301. 
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s 40.10 i\'oi :»J i soua 1 If ,y J.n ;> Fi nan cial In terest 

A full-time officer or employee need not disqualify himself under 

< < 

section 40.1?- (in) if his financial holdings are in scares of a widely-, 
held, diversified mutual fund or regulated investment company . 

The indirect interests in business •entities of holders of shares in . 
n widely- he Id, diversified mutual fund or regulated investment company 
.-n:e hereby exempted from the provisions of 13 U.S.C. 20Sa. This deter- 
mination, is in accordance with the provisions of 18 U.S.C. 208b (2) as 
being too remote or inconsequential to affect the integrity of Government 
officers' or employees' services. 
§ 40.11 Required Stat ement of Emp lo yment 

(a) Each regular retired officer of the armed forces shall file 
with the military department in which he holds a retired status a 
Statement of Employment ' (DD Form 1357). — ^ Each regular officer retiring 
here-after shall file this Statement within thirty days after retirement. 
Whenever the information in the Statement is no longer accurate, each 
such officer shall file a new DD Form 1357. 

(b) The military departments shall appropriately review the State- 
ments of Employment to assure compliance with applicable statutes and 
regulations. 

i 40-12 R equirements for S u bmission of St ateme nts of Affiliations and 
Finan ci a 1_ In t: e r c s t s 
(a) DoD Pe rsounel. Required lo Submit. Statements 

Poll personnel required to file Statements of Affiliations and Finan- 
cial Interests (DD Form 1555) V are those indicated in Section 40-9 of 
this Part. 
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(b) Review of Positions 

Each DoD component shall include in the description of each position 
indicated in Section AO. 9 of this Part, a statement that the incumbent 
of the position must file a Statement of Affiliations and Financial 
Interests as required by this Part. 

All positions shall be reviewed at least annually to determine 
those which require Statements. Any individual may request a review of 
the decision requiring him to file a Statement through the established 
grievance or complaint procedures of the component. 

(c) Exclusion of Positions 

The Secretary of the Military Department or Director of the Defense 
Agency concerned, or their designees, may determine that the submission 
of a Statement is not necessary for certain positions because of the 
remoteness of any impairment of the integrity of the Government and the 
degree of supervision and review of the incumbents' work. 

(d) Manner of Submission of Statements 

(1) The Secretary of Defense is required to submit his Statement 
to the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 401 of Executive Order 11222. 

(2) All Defense civilian Presidential appointees shall submit 
their Statements to the Department of Defense General Counsel. 

(3) Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) personnel and Directors 
of 'the Defense agencies shall submit their Statements through their 
superiors for review and forwarding to the OSD Standards of Conduct 
Counsellor. If 
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(4) Military Department and Defense Agency personnel shall submit 
their Statements through their supervisors for review and forwarding to 
officials of the Military Departments or Defense Agencies designated in 
the regulations of those departments and agencies. 

(5) Commanders of Unified Commands shall submit their Statements 
directly to the OSD Standards of Conduct Counsellor. Other personnel of 
Unified Commands shall submit their Statements through their supervisors 
to the Deputy Command Counsellor in the Office of the Legal Advisor to 
the Unified Command. 

(6) All statements shall be reviewed and approved by the appropriate 
Standards of Conduct Counsellor prior to the commencement of service and 
annually thereafter as prescribed in g. of this section. Designees 

to positions requiring the approval of the Secretary of Defense or the 
Secretary of a Military Department shall execute the Statement in advance 
of nomination so that it may be thoroughly reviewed and evaluated prior 
to appointment. 

(7) In order that DoD Components may maintain cognizance of State- 
ments of their personnel who are assigned to other DoD Components or Gov- 
ernment agencies which receive and review such Statements, the other 
Defense Component or Government agency shall, within 60 days, forward to 
the parent DoD Component's Standards of Conduct Counsellor a notification 
the date of the Statement, whether it is an initial or annual Statement, 
and the disposition of any conflict or apparent conflict of interests 
indicated . 

(e) Excusable Delay , 

When required by reason of duty assignment, a superior may grant 
an extension of time with the concurrence of the Standards of Conduct 



Counsellor or his designee. Any extension in excess of 30 days requires 
the concurrence of the Head of the Military Department or Defense Agency 
concerned or his designee. Any late Statement shall include appropriate 
notation of any extension of time granted hereunder. 

(f ) Special Government Employees (as defined in 1 40.3(d) 

(1) Each special Government employee shall, prior to appointment, 
file a Statement of Affiliations and Financial Interests. 

(2) The following are exempted categories of special Government 
employees who are not required to file a Statement unless specifically 
requested to do so: 

(i) Physicians, dentists, and allied medical specialists engaged 
only in providing service to patients. 

(ii) Verterinarians providing only veterinary services. 

(iii) Lecturers participating in educational activities. 

(iv) Chaplains performing religious services. 

(v) Individuals in the motion picture and television fields 
who are utilized as narrators or actors in DoD productions. 

Cvi) Members of selection panels for NROTC candidates. . 

(vii) A special Government employee who is not a "consultant" or 
"expert" as those terms are defined in the Federal Personnel. Manual, 
Chapter 304. 

(3) The Secretary or a Deputy Secretary of Defense or the Secretary 
of a Military Department may grant an exemption to an appointee from 

the requirement of filing a Statement upon a determination that such 
information is not relevant in light of the duties the appointee is 
to perforr.i. 
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(S) Annual Statements 

DD Form 1555 Statements shall be filed by October 31st of each year 
for .-ill afflJ .La Lions an J financial interests as of September 30th of 
that year. Even though no change:; occur, a complete Statement is requi red. 

^ n )- .'I nterests' of Employ ee's Relatives • 

The interest of a spouse or minor child, or of any nether of an 
employee's immediate household who is dependent for more than 50 percent 
of his support upon the DoD employee, is to be reported in the same 
manner as an interest of the employee. 

(i) I nformation Not Known. By Employees 

For required information not known to the employee but known to 
another person, the employee shall request its submission on his behalf. 
The submission may be made with a request for confidentiality that will 
be honored even if it includes a limitation on disclosure of particular 
details to the employee himself. 

0 ) Information Not Require d to be Submitted 

An employee is not required to submit on a Statement any infor- 
mation relating to the employee's connection with, or interest in, a 
professional society or a charitable, religious, social, fraternal, 
recreational, public service, civic, or political organization or a 
similar organization not conducted as a business for profit. :"or the 
purpose of this paragraph educational and other institutions doing 
research and development or related work involving grants of money from 
or contracts with the Government are deemed to be businesses for profit 
and are to be included in an employee's Statement. 
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§40.13 Effe ct ivc D.-xlc 

This Part shall become effective on the date it •■! adopted by the 
Secretary of Defense. - 



MAURICE W.' ROCHE, Director 
Correspondence and Directives 
OASD {Comptroller) 
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DIGEST OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST LAWS 
LAWS APPLICABLE TO FULL-TIME AND SPECIAL OFFICERS 
AND EMPLOYEES 

I. 18 u.s.c. 203 ■ 

Subsection (a) prohibitions are encompassed by prohibitions in 
18 U.S.C. 205 below. Subsection (b) makes it unlawful to offer 
or pay compensation the solicitation or receipt of which is 
barred by subsection (a). 

11. 18 u.s.c. 205 

This section prohibits Government personnel from action as agent 
or attorney for anyone else before a department, agency or court 
in connection with any particular matter in which the United 
States is a party or has a direct and substantial interest. 

Exemptions : 

Section 205 does not prevent a Government officer or employee from 
giving testimony under oath or making statements required to be 
made under penalty for perjury or contempt or from representing 
another person, without compensation, in a disciplinary, loyalty, 
or other personnel matter. 

1 

Section 205 also authorizes a limited waiver of its restrictions 
and those of section 203 for the benefit of an officer or employee, 
including a special Government employee, who represents his own 
parents, spouse, or child, or a person or estate he serves as a 
fiduciary. The waiver is available only if approved by the official 
making appointments to the position. In no event does the waiver 
extend to his representation of any such person in matters in which 
he has participated personally and substantially or which, even in 
the absence of such participation, are the subject of his official 
responsibility. 

Finally, section 205 gives the head of a department or agency the 
authority to allow a special Government employee to represent his 
regular employer or other outside organization in the performance 
of work under a Government grant or contract, if the department or 
agency head's certification that the national interest requires such 
representation is published in The Federal Register . 

III. ' 18 U.S.C. 208 

Subsection (a) requires executive branch personnel to refruin from 
participating as Government personnel in any matter in which they, 
their spouses, minor children, or partners have financial interests 
or in which businesses or nonprofit organizations with which such 
personnel are connected or are seeking employment have financial 
"interests. A "'particular sstter" may be less concrete than an actual 
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contract j but is something more specific than rule making or 
abstract scientific principles. The test is whether the individual 
might reasonably anticipate that his Government action or the 
decision in which he participates or with respect to which he 
advises, will have a direct and predictable effect upon such financial 
interests. 

Subsection (b) permits agencies to grant an ad hoc exemption from 
subsection (a) if the outside financial interest is deemed not 
substantial enough to affect the integrity of Government services. 
Financial interests of this kind may also be made nondisqualifying 
by a general regulation published in The Federal Register . 

IV. 18 U.S.C. 209 

Subsection (a) prevents executive branch personnel from receiving, and 
anyone from paying them, any salary or supplementation of salary from 
a private source as compensation for . Government service. Subsection 

(b) permits participation in a bona fide pension plan or other employee 
welfare or benefit plan maintained by a former employer. Subsection 

(c) exempts special Government employees and anyone serving the Govern- 
ment without compensation. Subsection (d) provides that the section 
does not prohibit the payment or acceptance of contributions, awards, 
or other expenses under the Government Employees Training Act (5 U.S.C. 

' 2301-2319). 

V. APPLICABLE TO REGULAR NAVY AND MARINE CORPS OFFICERS, 37 U.S.C. 801 (a), 
Formerly 10 U.S.C. 6112 (a) 

A Regular Navy or Regular Marine Corps officer on active duty may not 
be employed by anyone furnishing Naval supplies or war materials to 
the United States. If such an officer is so employed he is not entitled 
to any payment from the United States during that employment. 
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LAW APPLICABLE TO FORMER DoD PERSONNEL 

18 u.s.c. 207 

Subsection (a) permanently prohibits former DoD personnel from 
acting as agent or attorney for anyone other than the United States 
in connection with matters involving a specific party or parties in 
which the United States has a direct and substantial interest and 
in which the former personnel participated personally and substantially 
while holding a Government position- 
Subsection (b) sets forth a one-year post -employment prohibition 
with respect to matters within the area of official responsibility 
of former personnel at any time during the last year of service but 
in which they did not participate personally and substantially. More 
particularly, the prohibition of subsection (b) prevents his personal 
appearance in such matters before a court or a department or agency of 
the Government as agent or attorney for anyone other than the United 
States. The period of his post-employment ineligibility as to matters 
in a particular area ends one year after his responsibility for that 
area ends. 

Past participation in or official responsibility for general rule- 
making, the formulation of general policy or standards, or other similar 
matters does not disqualify former personnel. Similarly, in the scientific 
field past participation in discussions of scientific or engineering 
concepts, the feasibility of scientific or technical accomplishments, or 
proposed Government programs in early stages prior to the formulation of 
contract or a contract proposal where specific parties become involved 
in a matter, does not disqualify the former personnel from representation 
with respect to a contract entered into at a later time even though the 
same general scientific matters may be involved in such a contract. 

Neither subsection precludes post-employment activities which are 
no more than aiding or assisting another. An individual who has left 
the department to accept private employment may, for example, immediately 
perform technical work in his company's plant in relation to a contract 
for which he had official responsibility— or, for that matter, in relation 
to one he helped the agency negotiate. On the other hand, he is forbidden 
for a year, in the first case, to appear personally before the department 
as the agent or attorney of his company in connection with a dispute over 
the terms of the contract. He may at no time appear personally before 
the department or otherwise act as agent or attorney for his company in 
such dispute if he helped negotiate the contract. 
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SUMMARY OF LAWS PARTICULARLY APPLICABLE 
TO RETIRED REGULAR OFFICERS NOT ON ACTIVE DUTY 



I. PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES. 

A. Claims. A retired regular officer of the armed forces may not, 
within two years of his retirement, act as agent or attorney for prosecuting 
any claim against the Government, or assist in the prosecution of such 

a claim or recieve any gratuity or any share of or interest in such claim 
in consideration for having assisted in the prosecution of such a claim, 
if such claim involves the department in whose service he holds a retired 
status. Nor may a regular retired officer at any time act as an agent 
or attorney for prosecuting any claim against the Government or assist 
in prosecution of such claim, or receive any gratuity or any share of or 
interest in such claim in consideration for having assisted in the prosecution 
of such claim, if such claim involves any subject matter with which he was 
directly connected while on active duty (See 18 U.S. C. 283). 

B. Selling. 

1. A retired regular officer is prohibited, at all times, from 
representing any person in the sale of anything to the Government 
through the department in whose service he holds a retired status 
(See 18 U.S. C. 281). 

2. 37 U.S. C. 801(c) as amended October 9, 1962, P.L. 87-777, 
formerly 5 U.S. C. 59(c) provides: 

"(c) Payment may not be made from any appropriation, 
for a period of three years after his name is placed on 
that list, to an officer on a retired list of the Regular 
Army, the Regular Navy, the Regular Air Force, the 
Regular Marine Corps, the Regular Coast Guard, the 
Environmental Science Services Administration, or the 
Public Health Service, who is engaged for himself or 
others in selling, or contracting or negotiating to sell, 
supplies or war materials to an agency of the Department 
of Defense, the Coast Guard, the Environmental Science 
Services Administration, or the Public Health Service." 
(Note: The Environmental Science Services Administration 
was abolished on 3 October 1970 and its functions were 
transferred to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration. ) 



2 



For the purpose of this statute, "selling" means: 

a. Signing a bid, proposal, or contract; 

b. Negotiating a contract; 

c. Contacting an officer or employee of any of the 
foregoing departments or agencies for the purpose of: 

(1) Obtaining or negotiating contracts, 

(2) Negotiating or discussing changes in specifications, 
price, cost allowances, or other terms of a contract, or 

(3) Settling disputes concerning performance of a 

contract; or 

d. Any other liaison activity with a view toward the ultimate 
consummation of a sale although the actual contact therefor is sub- 
sequently negotiated by another person. 

Neither these statutes nor this Directive preclude a retired regular 
officer from accepting employment with private industry solely because 
his employer is a contractor with the Government. 

II. EXEMPTIONS FROM LAW APPLYING TO OFFICERS ON ACTIVE 
DUTY 

A retired regular officer continues to be an "officer" of the United 
States for purposes of many statutes. However, the laws applying to 
DoD personnel listed in Inclosure 1-A do not normally apply to 
retired regular officers not on active duty. 18 U.S.C. 206 specifically 
provides that 18 U.S. C. 203 and 205 do not apply to a retired officer 
■while not on active duty who is not otherwise an officer or employee of 
the United States. 18 U.S. C. 208 and 209 do not apply to a retired 
officer not on active duty.who is not performing services for the Govern- 
ment. 
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FEDERAL LAWS APPLICABLE TO ALL DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PERSONNEL 

The following activities may subject present and former DoD personnel to 
penalties: 5 

A. Aiding., abetting, counseling, commanding, inducing, or procuring 
another to commit a crime under any criminal statute (see 18 U.S.C. 201). 

B. Concealing or failing to report to proper authorities the commission of 
a felony under any criminal statute if such personnel knew of the 
actual commission of the crime (see 18 U. S.C. U). 

C. Conspiring with one or more persons to commit a crime under any criminal 
statute or to defraud the United States, if any party to the conspir- 

:.- acy does any act to effect the object of the conspiracy (see 18 U. S. C. 
371). 

D. Lobbying with appropriated funds (see 18 U. S.C. 1913). 

E. Disloyalty and striking (see 5 U.S.C. 7311, 18 U.S.C. 1918). 

F. The employment of a member of a Communist organization (see 50 U.S.C. 78^). 

G. Disclosure of classified information (see 18 U.S.C. 798, 50 U.S.C. 783); 
and disclosure of confidential information (see l8 U. S.C.1905). 

H. Habitual use of intoxicants to excess (see 5 U.S.C. 7352). 

I. Misuse of a Government vehicle (see 31 U.S.C. 638a(c)(2)). 
J. Misuse of the franking privilege (see 18 U.S.C. 1719 ). 

K. Use of deceit in an examination or personnel action in connection with 

Government employment (see 18 U.S.C. 1917). 
L. Committing fraud or making fal.se statements in a Government matter (see 

18 U.S.C. 1001). 

M. Mutilating or destroying a public record (see 18 U.S.C. 2071). 

N. Counterfeiting and forging transportation requests (see 18 U.S.C. 508). 
'■ 0. Embezzlement of Government money or property (l8 U.S.C. 6^1); failing 
to account for public money (l8 U.S.C. 6^3); and embezzlement of the 
money or property of another person in the possession of an employee 
by reason of his Government employment .( seel8 U.S.C. 65k). 

P. Unauthorized use of documents relating to claims from or by the Govern- 
ment (18 U.S.C. 285). 

Q. Political activities in subchapter III of Chapter 73, of Title 5, 

United States Code (see 5 U.S.C. 7321-7327) and 18 U.S.C. 602, 603, 607, 
and 608. These statutes apply to civilian employees; regulations 
govern military personnel. 

R. An employee (including a special Government employee) who is required 
to register under the Foreign Agents Registration Act of I938 (see 18 
U.S.C. 219) may not serve the Government. The section does not apply 
to (1) reserves.iwho are not on active 

duty or who are on active duty for training, or (2) a special Govern- 
ment employee in any case in which the department head certifies to 
the Attorney General that his employment by the United States Govern- 
ment is in the national interest. ' 

S. Soliciting contributions for gifts or giving gifts to superiors, or 
accepting gifts from subordinates (see 5 U.S.C. 7351). 

T. Acceptance of excessive honorariums: 2 U.S.C. kkl (i). 



1. NAME (Last, first, middle initial) 



CONFIDENTIAL STATEMENT OF AFFILIATIONS AND FINAN CIAL INTERESTS " 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PERSONNEL 
(INCLUDING SPECIAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES) 
SEE PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT ON REVERSE SIDE 



2. TITLE OF POSITION 

1~: DATE OF APPOINTMENT IN PRESENT POSITION V. AGENCY AND MAJOR ORG ANIZATIONAL SEGMENT 



TO BE COMPLETED BY THOSE DoD PERSONNEL INDICATED IN 
PART X. OF DoD DIRECTIVE 5500.7 



5. NON-FEDERAL AFFILIATIONS AND FINANCIAL INTERESTS , 
The interests of a spouse or minor child, or of 
other members of your immediate household dependent 
upon you for more than 50 percent of their support 
shall be reported in this Statement in the same 
manner as your interests. List the names of all 
corporations, companies, firms, partnerships, or 
other business enterprises, nonprofit organizations, 
and educational, or other institutions: (a) with 
which you are (or since last filing were) connected 
as an employee, officer, owner, director, member, 
trustee, partner, adviser, agent, representative, 
or consultant, or as a person on leave from or 
having any understanding or plans for future 
affiliation or (b) in which you have any continu- 
ing financial interests, such as through a ' 
pension or retirement plan, shared income, con- 
tinuing' termination payments, or other arrange- 
ment as a result of any current or prior employ- 
ment or business or professional association; or 
(c) in which you have any financial interest 
through the legal or beneficial ownership of stock, 



stock options, bonds, securities, or other arrange- 
ments including trusts. If none, write NONE. 

Associations with, or interests in, a profession- 
al, charitable, religious, social, fraternal, 
recreational, public service, civic, or political 
organization not conducted for profit and which is not 
engaged in the ownership or conduct of a business 
for profit is not required. Educational and 
other institutions doing research and develop- 
ment or related work involving grants from or 
contracts with the Government are deemed to be 
"business enterprises" for purpose of this report 
and should be included. 

Amounts of financial interests need not be 
reported unless specifically requested by the 
Standards of Conduct Counsellor or Deputy 
Counsellor. For required information not 
known to you but known to another person, 
you are required to request its submission 
on your behalf. 



NATURE OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 
(e.g., Stock, Prior business 
inc ome. Pension, etc.) 




CREDITORS. List all creditors' other than tho: 
providi ng arms-length, conventional loans 
MAKE AND ADDRESS OF CREDITOR 



on customary commercial terms. 
NONE. 



TF 



none, write 



NATURE OP DEBT (e.g., per soKaTToanT 



note , etc . ) 



aria. rEr- ^^^^^- ^^^^ 



NATURE OF INTEREST {e.g., 
ownership, mortgage, lein, 
investment trust, etc.) 



TYPE OF PROPERTY (e.g. , 

residence, hotel, apart- 
ments, farm, undeveloped land, 
etc. ) 



ADDRESS 



3^ INFORMATION REQUESTED FROM OTHER "persons"^ reTttive~TZXTF^*^?ZSrTrir--xa * r 

' DATE O F RE QUEST ' | SUBJECT" MATTER - 



V\_?_ \ND_ AL'pHt.SS 




With Other Fedil^T^SgcnHTeT 



c - Sum of a and~b" 



DATE ' ' 

~ L SIGNATURE 



PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT 
AUTHORITY: Information i s soUcited in th ■ . 

PRINCIPAL PURPOSE: Initio ■ ^ °* EXeCUt -e Order 112 22 

Directive 5500.7, Part $ ^ " re <J u "ed from categories of n„ n 

whether there are a"uaf'or ^ enable "Pervi,ors and ot£er refJ£? l E? r8 S nnel s P<^fied in DoD 

component head concerned^ "he" c^n f tre3ted » confidential except as d r , 

rne Civxl Service Commission except as determined by the 

DISCLOSURE VOLUNTARY - Pi 1 i 



SUPERVISOR'S EVALUATION 
(See Enclosure 2 of DoD Dir. 5500. 7) 

I have reviewed the attached Statement in light of the present and 
prospective duties of the individual to ensure that both actual and 
apparent conflicts of interests are avoided. My evaluation is: 

( ) No affiliation/financial interests reported. 

( ) Reported affiliation/financial interests are unrelated to assigned or 
prospective duties, and no conflicts appear to exist. 

( ) Assigned duties require participation in matters involving or which 
may involve the following, reported affiliation /financial interests. This 
conflict or apparent conflict will be resolved by; Change in assigned 
duties ( ); Divestiture of the interests and relief of incumbent from all 
related duties pending divestiture ( ); Disqualification ( ); Other 
(explain) ( ). 

A copy of my advice and action is attached. 

( ) The following reported affiliation /financial interests are related to 
assigned or prospective duties, but have been determined by the appropriate 
appointing official to be not so substantial as to affect the integrity of the 
individual's services: 

A copy of that formal determination and rationale is attached. 

( ) The prospective employee's duties will require participation in 
matters involving the following reported affiliation /financial interests, and 
the appointment cannot be consummated until divestiture of these interests 
is completed: 



Signature of Supervisor Date 



Print Name and Title 

STANDARDS OF CONDUCT COUNSELLOR/ DEPUTY COUNSELLOR REVIEW 
(See Enclosure 2 of DoD Dir. 5500.7) 

As a duly designated Counsellor (or Deputy Counsellor), I have examined 
the foregoing Statement and Evaluation. 

( ) I concur with the supervisor's evaluation. 

( ) I do not concur with the supervisor's evaluation and recommend the 
following action: 



Signature 
DD Form 1555- A 



Date 



DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974 




PRESCRIBING DtflfcCTIVE 



Statement of Employment (regular Retired Officers) 



DoD Dir. 5500.7 



1. AUTHORITY 



37 u.s.c. 801 (c) 



and 



5 U.S.C. 5532 



2. PRINCIPAL PURPOSE(S) — '— 

The two statutes prohibit certain selling activities by retired regular officers 
and require the Department of Defense to monitor its activities in relation to. 
those officers in order to preclude any violation of these laws. The information 
required on this form is used to monitor the selling activities of retired 
regular officers. 



("3. ROUTINE USES ~~ — ' _____ 

f'he information supplied on this form is forwarded to the military department in 
;hich the individual holds a retired status and is appropriately reviewed to 
.-.sBure compliance with applicable statutes and regulations. 



MANOAIORY OR VOLUNTARY OlSCLOSUHE AND EFFECT ON INDIVIDUAL NOT PROVIDING INFORMATION '* 

Disclosure of the requested information is voluntary. The information requested by 
this form is required to enable the Department of Defense to implement 37 U.S.C. 801 (c) 
and 5 U.S.C. 5532. If the information is not provided, further investigation will 
ensue which may lead to the withholding of retired pay and the referral of the matter 
;o the Department of Justice. 



j STATEMENT OF EhtPLOYKEHT 








I. lint r*culcr wilted ofc'ieec «f Ihf « n cf kcb r*Ur*d on 




fD*<cJ 



2. I □ ew ms not employed, ft/ eeipfoj'ed, or <zr.p]cr«J, coapleio lU i*ef of t!,ie r'foca; wtxre, 
°o° €mtp/©jer, /i'«f co<jip/«M inforv stion tor «och «mp/oy«sr on a »*pMrcfo *'i»of.J. 



t. My employer'* name and addreca is 



b. Ky employer Relic, of jffero for «lc, to «6ertciec (including noi*paroprimt«d fund activitita) of the 
EHp«rtm«ftt of Defense, ine Co*it Guard, the Coast «r.d G«xi*tic Survey, or the Public K«*lth Service, 
the following types of r»duct« or aervicts; 



c. Ky position title is 

o*. Ky duties are, briefly (a eomplMa dvcription of your Job, a copy of yexrr *oi|>/oyn)*nf oonfracf, or eny 
other pertinent information, may bo atUxjied): 



e. Ky duties do not involve sellinc to the Government in vioietion of the statutes end policies cited in 
the regulation received. 



3. 1 have received o copy of 00D Directive SS0D.7. or the reunion i«„ed by »y d*p.rta«nt i»pl«»entin e 
thet Directive. 



A. I will promptly Tile a new Stttemeni of Ewploymcnt whenever Iho informcUoa in this SUIeraent ie no longer 
•cenrtto. 



: ie so longer ! 



H hi rtr.n t 'J< tX "7 



fHHOUU eOlTIOM OP THIS rSKM l< OtIOUCTC. 



The following chart presents the statistics as of November 2, 1976 
for military deserters and draft evaders who enrolled with the 
Selective Service System. 



Status 



Totals 



P0D(1) D0J(2) 



Presidential Cl emency 
Board (PCU) 
Total PCB CAG(3) AU0L(4) 



Enrolled 


8,464 


4,545 


704 


3,215 


144 


3,071 


Completed 


1,579 


396 


. 174 


1,009 


85 


924 


At Work . 


1,239 


611 


293 


335 


18 


317 


To Be Placed 


420 


85 


51 


284 


7 


277 


Terminated 


5,226 


3,453 


186 • 


1,587 


34 


1,553 



(1) - Military deserters 

(2) - Indicted draft evaders 

(3) - Convicted draft offenders 

(4) - Discharged AKOL offenders 

The Selective Service System's responsibility in support of President 
Ford's clemency program began when a deserter or evader enrolled in 
the program. In the case of the evader the System enrolled a total 
of 848 persons, of which 216 have completed their alternate service 
obligation; 311 arc currently at work; 58 are awaiting placement on 
a job; and 220 cnrollces have terminated from the program. 



Issue: Status of outstanding programs to reintegrate Vietnam draft evaders/ 
deserters in U.S. society including DoD estimates of the number of 
persons in each category. 

Programs Involved: 

o Uniform Code of Military Justice (10 U.S.C. 801, et seq), and ad- 
ministrative separations procedures (DoD Directive 1332. 14). 

o President's Clemency Program (PCB) for the return of Vietnam-era 
(Aug. 4, 1964 to Mar. 28, 1973) draft evaders and military deserters. 

Status: 

o Military justice and administrative procedures involve on- going 
individual case-by-case review. 

- Upon advice of an attorney, returned deserters may request an 
administrative separation in lieu of trial by court-martial. If 
approved, the deserter receives an undesirable discharge. Other- 
wise, the deserter is usually tried by court-martial. 

o President's Clemency Program: 

- DoD portion - processed at-large military deserters. Completed 
(Tab A). 

- PCB - processed convicted draft evaders and discharged military 
deserters -- Completed. 

- Do J Portion - processed unconvicted draft evaders. Completed 
except for residual follow-up actions of the PCB. 

- Selective Service Portion - established, implemented and adminis- 
tered the program of alternative service Continuing (Tab B). 

Categories and estimate of number of persons involved: 



Applicants 

Fugitive military deserter 
Fugitive draft offender 
Discharged AWOL offender 
Convicted draft offender 



Responsible Number 

Agency Eligible 

- DoD 10,115 

Do J 4,522 

PCB 83,135 

PCB 8,700 



Number Percent 
Applying Applying/ 

5, 555 ,. .„ 55% 
700 -16% 
13,589 ""' 16% 
1,879 ' 22% 



OASD(M&RA)(MPP) 
3 December 1976 



I ( 

J.,e President's Clemency Program 
The Department of Defense's Role. 

President Ford, by Proclamation 4313, established a program for the re- 
turn of Vietnam-era draft evaders and military deserters on September 16, 
1974. The objective of the program was to permit individuals to return to 
American society without risking criminal prosecution or incarceration- 
for qualifying offenses if they acknowledged their allegiance to the United ! . 
States and pledged to serve a period of alternative civilian service. 

To be eligible for participation in the DoD portion of the program, the 
deserter's absence offense had to occur between August 4, 1964 (Gulf of 
Tonkin Resolution) and March 28, 1973 (date of withdrawal). The indi- 
viduals could not have had other military charges pending against them and 
the individual must have reported to military authorities not later than 
March 31, 1975. 

The Secretary of Defense directed uniform procedures be established to re- 
spond to all inquiries concerning eligibility for the Clemency Program. All 
participants were processed at Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana. An 
attorney explained the legal consequences of participation in the program, 
and other alternatives under their circumstances. If the individual desired 
to continue in the program, he requested a discharge for the good of the 
Service, reaffirmed his allegiance, and pledged to complete alternative 
service as assigned by a Joint Alternate Service Board. Upon completion 
of the alternative service certified by the Selective Service System, the 
individual became eligible for a Clemency Discharge Certificate. 

The clemency discharge was established as tangible public testimonial to 
an individual's return to the mainstream of U.S. society. It does not repre- 
sent a change in the characterization of other than honorable service, nor 
was it intended to affect entitlement to Veterans Administration benefits. 

DoD Clemency Program Statistics for Fugitive Military Deserters* 
No. Eligible No. Eligibles Applying Percent Applying 
10, 115 5, 555 55% 



*The Presidential Clemency Board processed discharged AWOL offenders 
and draft offenders. Some statistics regarding the Board follow: 

No. AWOL Offenders Eligible No. Eligibles Applying Percent Applying 

83,135 13,589 16% 



OASD(M&RA)(MPP) 
3 December 1976 



■15 DEC 1975 



MEMORANDUM FOP THE SPECIAL ASSISTANT 

SUBJECT: Transition Team - Request for Information - November 27 
1976 ). 



Supplementing my memorandum of 7 December 1976, the 
remaining three items requested in the Transition Team memo- 
randum of 27 November 1976, are attached as follows: 

Attachment 1: "Statutes or directives which place 
command of the NMCC and the Defense Communications 
Agency under the JCS. " 

Attachment 2: "Legal restraint on the Secretary of 
Defense to terminate or reassign civilian /military 
employees of DoD. " 

Attachment 3: "What the Secretary and Presidential 
appointees should know regarding the application of 
the Freedom of Information Act to DoD. " 



Attachments 



(Signed) Richard A. wfoy 
Richard A. Wiley 



OACC(MHfcPA) 
December 13, 1976 



SUBJECT: National Command Authorities- -Control of the National 
Military Command System 

! ' 

The National Command Authorities (NCA), which are the President 
and the Secretary of Defense, can direct the national military forces 
through the Joint Chiefs of Staff. That direction is exercised through 
the National Military Command System (NMCS), a system designed 
to support the National Command Authorities in the performance of 
their responsibilities. One facility within that system is the National 
Military Command Center (NMCC) located in the Pentagon. A support- 
ing agency is the Defense Communications Agency (DCA) which provides 
technical communication support to the National Military Command 
System. Neither the National Military Command Center nor the Defense 
Communications Agency is a command function. They provide support 
to the National Command Authorities. The following discussion outlines 
the functions and authorities of the National Military Command System 
and the responsibilities of the Defense Communications Agency within 
that system. 

Congress, in Section 2 of the National Security Act of 1947, as amended, 
(50 U.S. C. 401), described the basic policy embodied in the Act, in- 
cluding the control by the Secretary of Defense over the Department of 
Defense and the efficient control of combatant operations using the 
following language: 

"In enacting this legislation, it is the intent of Congress 
to provide a comprehensive program for the future security 
of the United States; to provide for the establishment of 
integrated policies and procedures for the departments, 
agencies, and functions of the Government relating to the 
national security; to provide a Department of Defense, 
including the three military departments of the Army, 
Navy (including naval aviation and the United States Marine 
Corps), and the Air Force under the direction, authority, 
and control of the Secretary of Defense; . . . and . . ~'to 
provide for the establishment of unified or specified 
combatant commands, and a clear and direct line of 
command to such commands; . . . but not to establish a 
single Chief of Stuff over the armed force:; nor an overall 
armed forces General Staff. " 



All functions in the Department of Defense and its component agencies 
are performed under the direction, authority, and control of the 
Secretary of Defense. The President, through the Secretary of Defense, 
and with tne advice and assistance of the Joint Chiefs of Staff establishes 
unified and specified commands, the combatant forces of the national 

TnTfZ^T^-i 10 U - ^ C - 124( aH Tab The ch * in o/ command 

uns f m the P.es.dent to the Secretary of Defense and through the 

(see 10 U S C M^-SrT***" ^ 

JtZ I 1 P; (C V' ChaimeI ° f c °™™^ation for execution 

of the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) and other time-sensitive 
operations is from the National Command Authority through the Chair 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff> representing ^ ^ ^hair- 

to the executing commanders. Orders to such commanders are issued 
by he President or the Secretary of Defense, or by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff by authority and direction of the Secretary of Defense These 
commanders have full operational command over the forces assigned 

frTi Active 5100. 1, "Functions of the Department of Defense 
and Its Major Components," Dec. 31, 1968 (Tab B)). defense 

The World-Wide Military Command Control Svstem fwwurrtu * n- , , 
by DoD Directive 5100. 30, "World-Wide m!uCo!ZS ZntrT^ 
System," Dec. 2, 1971 (Tab C), provides the means for operational 
direction and technical administrative support involved in fhe f unction 

Co™S T COn t 01 ° f U ' S * MiUtaVy FOrCCS ' ™« National Mmtary 
Command System is the priority component of the World-Wide Military 
Command Control System. It provides the National Command Author tie, 
with the means essential for accurate and timely decisions, including 
the communications required for reliable transmission of those decisions 
with a minimum of delay for the dir^rH™ Afrt , , . decisions, 

th* mil;** u - V Y ' direction of the armed forces through 

the military chain of command under all conditions, in peace or war 

^oLVcHiJ^lTtl 0 ' 6Cretary ° f D6fenSe ' the Chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff operates, for the Secretary of Defense, the National 
Military Command System to meet the needs of the Nationa (Command 
Authorities. On a day to day basis the Joint Chiefs of Staff arHhe ' 

TL n Na^ii e M-r t the ? CiHtieS ° £ Nati ° nal Mint **y Conml d System 
s ffed to 7 Y ?° mmand S y st <™ is organized, equipped, and . ' 

to f! lf , / ° V immediate » eeds of the Joint Chiefs o Staff 

to fulf U her, responsibilities as t:h, principal military advisors to L 
Piesident and the Secretary of Def,^;,. (10U .S C 141 Tab J 



3 



It is from the National Military Command System that operational 
military situations of national interest are perceived, and the National* 
Military Command System provides appropriate information for the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff to advise the Secretary of Defense and the President 
with evaluations of situations of immediate national concern. 

The Defense Communications Agency is responsible, within the National 
Military Command System, for systems engineering and technical 
supervision of the implementation of technical support to the National 
Military Command System (S-5100.44, June 9, 1964, "Master Plan for 
the National Military Command System") (Secret directive. Copy 
available from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. )) It provides the facilities needed 
by the President for continuous communications with the elements of 
the National Military Command System and provides appropriate com- 
munications to legal Presidential successors, the Secretary of Defense, 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff do not command the Defense Communications 
Agency. However the chain of command runs from the Secretary of 
Defense through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Director, Defense 
Communications Agency. Guidance to the Director, Defense Communica- 
tions Agency, is furnished by the Secretary of Defense or by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff by authority and direction of the Secretary of Defense. 

The Defense Communications Agency exercises operational and manage- 
ment direction over the Defense Communications System which includes 
the communications supporting the National Military Command System. 
In this regard, the Defense National Communications Control Center 
provides for operational direction of the Defense Communications System 
on a 24-hour basis in support of communications needed by National 
Command Authorities for the direction of the armed forces and to serve 
essential needs of the President in his capacity as Head of the Government. 



Enclosures 
Tabs A - D 



til 

f 

m 
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10 § 123 GENERAL MILITARY LAW Subt. A 

the grades of officers of the regular component of the armed force 
concerned. 

Added Pub.L, 85-861, § 1(2) (A), Sept. 2, 1958, 72 Stat 1437, and 
amended Pub.L. 86-559, § 1(1), June 30 I960 74 Stat. 
89-718, § 1, Nov. 2, 1966, 80 Stat. 1115; Pub.L. 90-130, § 1(1), Nov. 
8, 196?', 81 Stat. 374. 

Historical anil Revision Notes 



Revised 

SwtUin Source fC. S. Code) 
123 50:1199 (less applicability to 

National Guard) 

Source (Statute* at Large) 
Sept. 3. 1934. ch. 1257. } 200 (less applica- 
bility to National Guard). 6$ Stat. 1132. 

Explanatory Note* 
la subsection (b). the words "the same 
as" are substituted for the word "compa- 
rable", since any necessary differences in 
the recommended legislation between De- 
serves und Regulars are fully tafcen ac- 
count of in the words "So far as practi- 
cable". 

Hefern.ee* In Text. Sections 3S47, 8370 
and S"W7. referred to in ftubsec. (a), were 
regaled by l'ub.L. 00-130, I 
28(C), 31(A), Nov. 8. 1067. 81 Stat. 3.0, 
362. 

1WJ Amendment. SubseC. (a). Pub.L. 
80-130 eliminated reference to section 
3391. 

1984 Am-nument. Suh*ec. (a). Pub.L. 
80-718 striurt out reference to section 
5907. 



1060 Amendment. Subsec. (a). Pub.L. 
88-559 added reference* to sections 281, 
3S55 and SS53 and eliminated reference* 
to sections 3541, 3842. 3840. 8841. 6*12 anil 
8849. 



Suvlnjr* Provision*; Super.teiwlon or 
Inconsistent Laws; Reference* tn bud 
Action* Under Provision., nutated by 
Tub.!.. 89-718. Section 74 of I'nb.L. 69- 
718 provided thnt: 

"(a) Laws becoming effective after 
June 1, 1903. that are Inconsistent with 
this Act shall be considered ns supersed- 
ing U to the extent of the Inconsistency. 

"(b) Reference* made by other lawn, 
regulations, and orders to the laws re- 
stated by this Act shall be considered to 
be made to the corresponding provisions 
of this Act. 

"(c) Actions taken under the laws re- 
stated by this Act shall be considered to 
have been taken under the corresponding 
provision* of this Act." 

Delegation of Functions. Functions of 
the President under this section delegat- 
ed to the Secretary of Defense, see sec- 
tion 1(11) of Ex.Ord.No. 11390. Jon. 22. 
1003. 33 F.It. 841. set out as a note under 
section 301 of Title S, The President. 

Legislative History. For legislative 
history and purpose of Pub.L. 83-Sul. fee 
1053 U.S.Code Cong, and Adm.News. i>. 
4013. See. also Pub.L. 86-530. lOSO^U.K. 
Code Cong, and Adin.News, p. 240i; 
pubL. 69-718, 198$ U.S.Code Cong, nnd 
Adm.News. p. 3701; Pub.L. 90-130 1087 
U.S.Code Coup, and Adm.Newn. p. 18..9. 



Library R«?«jrence» 

War and National Defense c?=37. . CM. War and National Defense | 43. 

§ 124. Combatant commands: establisnwent; composition; 
functions; administration and support 
(a) With the advice and assistance of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
the President, through the Secretary of Defense, shall- 

(1) establish unified combatant commands or specified com- 
batant commands to perform military missions; and 

(2) shall prescribe the force structure of those command*. 

(bj The military departments shall assign forces to combatant 
command" eTuSlished under this .section to perform the missions of 
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those command 
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Ch. 3 

those commands. A force so assigned is under the full 
command of the commander of the command to which t s assignee , 
t may be transferred from the command to which it is assigned 
only by authority of the Secretary and under procedures prescribed 
bv the Sec etary with the approval of the President A force not so 
assigned remains, for all-purpose*, in the military department con- 
cerned. 

(c) Combatant commands established under this section are je- 
soonsible to the President and to the Secretary for such mihtaiy 
r S s?ons e as may be assigned 'to them by the Secretary with the ap- 
proval of the President. 

(d) Subject to the authority, direction, and control of the Secre- 
tary each military department is responsible for the administration 

o"es aligned by'that department to «*^"™^ po t 
tablished under this section. The Secretary shall assign the respon 
SbilUy for the support of forces assigned to those commands to one 
or more of the military departments. 

Added Pub.L. 87-651, Title II, § 201(a), Sept. 7, 1962, 76 Stat. 514. 
Historical Note 

l^iatlv. Ulster,. For leglMaclv. 1D62 U.S.Code Cong. and Ad.n.Sews, p. 
history and purpose ot Pub.L. 67-651, see 2456. 

Gross References 
vir Force Chief of Staff. supervision over member, «ml wwntoHo,,. of Air Fur,*. 
™7^S£2l£i. «" .nepers and e^^Hona of see 
,^,^™^I , tpen^ io n over members .r^U-tU*. of K.v, „nd 

,..,^rt c or.^ri;: c:r z:i^::";< ^ «- - 

Corps and Navy, see section 5201 of this title. 

Library References 
Ar™.| service- C J S " Army » ttd " *' * * 

§ 125. Functions, powers, and duties: transfer, reassign- 
ment, consolidation, or abolition 
a i Subject to section 401 of title 50. the Secretary of Defense 
,:,!! take appropriate action (including t.h« transfer, reassignment, 
■r.aolidation, or abolition of any function, power, or duty) to pro- 
■■■:!.; more effective, efficient, and economical administration and op- 
-.-v.ion. and to eliminate duplication, in the Department of Defense. 
.■*-.:ver. except as provided hy subsections (b) and (c). a function, 
- r. or dutv vested in the Department of Defense, or an officer. 
•:': ria!. or agenev thereof, bv law may not be substantially trans- 
"oi. reassigned, consolidated, or abolished unless the Secretary 
. :i„. details of the proposed transfer, reassignment, consoli- 
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Attached it a REPRINT of DoD Directive 5100. 1, "Functions of the Depart- 
ment of Defense and its Major Components, 11 dated December 31, 1956, incorporating 
authorised changes to pages 1, 3, 4, 6 and 13, which are indicated by marginal 
asterisks. Previous change* to pages 4. 12 and 13 have been incorporated. 

4 The reprint should be substituted for copies of the Directive originally dis- 

tributed. 
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OAS D( Administration) 
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NUMBER 5100. 1 



Department of Defense Directive 



SUBJECT 



Function* of the Department of Defense end 
its Major Components 

Refs. : (a) DoD Directive 5100. 1, "Functions of the Armed Force* 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, " March 16, 1954 (hereby 
'cancelled) 

(b) DoD Directive 5158. 1, "Organization of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff and Relationships with the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense," December 31, 1958 

(c) SecDef multi- addressee memorandum, "Logistics Respon 

sibiiities of the JCS," June 20, 1964 (hereby cancelled) 

I* INTRODUCTION . 

Congress, in Section 2 of the National Security Act of 1947, 
as amended (50 U.S. C. 401). has described the basic policy 
embodied in the Act m the following terms: 

"In enacting this legislation, it Is the intent of Congress 
to provide a comprehensive program for the future security 
of the United States; to provide for the establishment of inte- 
grated policies and procedures for the departments, agencies, 
and functions of the Government relating to the national secur- 
ity; to provide a Department of Defense, including the three 
military departments of the Army, the Navy (including naval 
aviation and the United States Marine Corps), and the Air 
' Force under the direction, authority, and control of the 
Secretary of Defense; to provide mat each military depart- 
ment shall be separately organized under its own Secretary 
and shall function under the direction, authority, and control 
of the Secretary of Defense; to provide for their unified direc- 
tion under civilian control of the Secretary of Defense but not 
to merge these departments or services; to provide for the 
establishment of unified or specified combatant commands, 
and a clear and direct line of command to such commands; to 
eliminate unnecessary duplication in the Department of Defense, 
and particularly in the field of research and engineering by 
vesting its overall direction and control in the Secretary 'of 
Defense; to provide more effective, efficient, and economi- 
cal administration in the Department of Defense; to provide 



tfFirst amenrtme • (Ch 2, 6/17/69) 
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for the unified strategic direction of the combatant force., for 
their operation under unified command, and for their intention 
into an efficient team of land, naval, and air force, but not to 
I n a single Chief of Staff over the armed force. noVaT 
overall armed force, general .taff. " 

f 

To provide guidance in accordance with the policy declared by 
Congress, the Secretary of Defen.e. with the approval of the President, 
herebypromulgate. the foUowing .tatement of * e function, of the 
Department of Defen.e and it. major component.. 

U " 0 ^^" ZATI0NAL RELATI ONSHIPS IN THE DEPARTMENT OF 

1. All function, in the Department of Defense and it. component 
agencie. are performed under the direction, authority, and control of 
the Secretary of Defense. 

2. The Department of Defen.e includes the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense and the Joint Chief, of Staff, the military department, and 
the military Service, within those departments, the unified and specified 
command., and such other agencies as the Secretary of Defense estab- 
lishes to meet specific requirements. 

a. In providing immediate staff assistance and advice to the 
Secretary of Defense, the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the 
Joint Chief, of Staff, though separately identified and organised, function 
in full coordination and cooperation in accordance with Reference (b). 

(1) The Office of the Secretary of Defense includes the 
office, of the Director of Defense Research and Engineering, the 
Assistant Secretaries of Defense, and the General Counsel and such 
other staff offices as the Secretary of Defense establishes to assist 
him in carrying out his duties and responsibilities. The functions of 
the heads of these office, .hall be a. assigned by the Secretary of 
Defense in accordance with existing laws. 

(2) The Joint Chiefs of Staff, as a group, are directly 
responsible to the Secretary of Defense for the functions assigned to 
them. Each member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, other than the Chairman, 
is responsible for keeping th* Secretary of his military department fully 
informed on matters considered or ?sted upon by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 
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b. Each military department (the Department of the Navy 
to include naval aviation and the United States Marin* Corps) shall be ' 
separately organised under Its own Secretary and shall function under 
the direction, authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense.. The 
Secretary of * military department shall be responsible to the Secre- 
tary of Defense for the operation of such department as wall as its 
efficiency. Ord* r* to. the (military departments will be issued through 
the Secretaries of these departmental or their designees, by the Secre- 
tary of Defenae or under authority specifically delegated in writing by 
the Secretary of Defenae Or provided by law. 

c. Commanders of unified and specif ted commands are 
reaponaible to the President and the Secretary of Defense for the 
accomplishment of the 1 military missions assigned to mem. The chain 
of command runs f«)orn the President to the Secretary of Defense and 
through the Jote> Chiefs of Staff to the commanders of unified and 
specified commands. Orders to such commander a will be issued by 
the President on the Secretary of Defense, or by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff by authority and direction of the Secretary of Defense. These 
commanders skill have full operational command over the forces 
assigned to them -and shall perform euth functions as are prescribed 
by the Unified Command Plan and other directives issued by competent 
authority. 

3. The functions assigned hereinafter may be transferred, re- 
assigned, abolished, or consolidated by the Secretary of Defense in 
accordance with the procedures established and the authorities provided 
* in the National Security Aqt of 1947, as amended (10 U. S. C. 125). 

HL FUNCTIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT Or DEFENSE 

As prescribed by higher authority, the. Department of Defenae shall 
maintain and employ armed forces: 

1. To suppoft and defend the Constitution of the United States 
against all enemies, foreign and domestic. 

2. To Insure; by timely and effective military action, the security 
of the United States, its possessions,' and areas vital to its interest. 

3. To uphold' and advance the national policies and interests of 
the United States. 

4. To safeguard the internal security of the United States. 
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IV. FUNCTIONS OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, consisting of the Chairman; the Chief of 
Staff, U.S. Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; and the Chief of Staff, 
U.S. Air Force, and supported by the Organisation of the Joint Chiefs, of 
Staff, constitute the Immediate military staff of the Secretary of Defense. 
The Joint Chiefs of Staff are the principal military advisers to the President, 
the National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense. The Comman- 
dant of the U.S. Marine Corps has coequal status with the members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff on matters which directly concern the Marine Corps. 
In performance of their functions of advising and assisting the Secretary of 
Defense, and subject to the authority and direction of the President and the 
Secretary of Defense, it shall be the duty of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

1. To serve as advisers and as military staff In the chain of opera- 
tional command with respect to unified and specified commands, to provide 
a channel of communications from the President and Secretary of Defense 
to unified and specified commands, and to coordinate all communications 
in matters of joint interest addressed to the commanders of the unified or 
specified commands by other authority. 

2. To prepare strategic plane and provide for the strategic direction 
of the armed forces, including the direction of operations conducted by 
commanders of unified and specified commands and the discharge of any 
other function of command for such commands directed by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

3. To prepare joint logistic plans and assign logistic responsibilities * 

to the military services and the Defense Supply Agency in accordance with * 
those plans; ascertain the logistic support available to execute the general * 
war and contingency plans of the commanders of the unified and specified • 
commands; review and recommend to the Secretary of Defense appropriate * 
logistic guidance for the military services which, if implemented, will * 
result in logistic readiness consistent with the approved strategic plans. * 

4. To prepare integrated plans for military mobilisation. 

5. To provide adequate, timely, and reliable joint intelligence for 
use within the Department of Defense. 

6. To review major personnel, materiel, and logistic requirements 
of the armed forces in relation to strategic and logistic plans. 

7. To review the plane and programs of commanders of unified and 
specified commands to determine their adequacy, feasibility, and' suit ability 
for the performance of assigned missions. 
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8. To provide military guidance for use by the military departments, 
the armed force*, end the defease agencies ee needed la the preparation of 
their respective detailed plea*. • 

9. To participate, as directed, in the preparation of combined plana 
for military action la conjunction with the armed forces of other nations. 

10. To recommend to the Secretary of Defense the establishment and 
force structure of unified and specified commands in strategic areas. 

11. To determine the headquarters support, each as facilities, personnel, 
and communications, required by commanders of unified and specified 
commands and to recommend the assignment to the military departments of 
the responsibilities for providing such support. 

12. -To establish doctrines for (a) unified operations and training and 
(b) coordination of the military education of members of the armed forces. 

13. To recommend to the Secretary of Defense the assignment of 
primary responsibility for any function of the armed forces requiring such 
determination and the transfer, reassignment, abolition, or consolidation 
of such functions. 



14. To prepare and submit to the Secretary of Defease, for information 
and consideration in connection with the preparation of budgets, statement* 
of military requirements based upon United States Strategic considerations, 
current national security policy, and strategic war plana. These statements 
of requirements shall include tasks, priority of tasks, force requirements, 
and general strategic guidance for the development of military installations 
and bases and for equipping and maintaining military forces. 

15. To advise and assist the Secretary of Defense in research sad 
engineering matters by preparing: (a) statements of broad strategic guidance 
to be used in the preparation of an integrated Department of Defense program; 
(b) statements of overall military requirements; (c) statements of the relative 
military importance of development activities to meet the needs of the 
unified and specified commanders; and (df recommendations for the assign- 
ment of specific new weapons to the armed forces. 

16. To prepare and submit to the Secretary of Defense for information 
and consideration general strategic guidance for the development of 
industrial mobilisation programs. 

1 7. To prepare and submit to the Secretary of Defease military guidance 
for use in the development of military aid programs and other actions relating 
to foreign military forces, including recommendations for allied military 
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force, materiel, and facilities requirements related to United State* 
strategic objective., current national .ecurity policy, .trategic war plana, 
and the implementation of approved program.; and to make recommenda- 
tions to the Secretary of Defenae, a. necessary, for keeping the Military 
Ae.i.tance Program in conaonaaee with agreed .trategic concept.. 

18. To provide United State, representation on the Military Staff 
Committee of the United Nations, in accordance with the provision, of the 
Charter of the United Nations, and representation on other properly 
authorized military .taffs, boards. councUs, and missions. 

19. To perform such other duties as the President or the Secretary 
of Defense may prescribe. 

V - FUNCTIONS OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS AND Tim 
MILITARY SERVICES . ' 

The chain of command for purpose, other than the operational direction 
of unified and specified commands runs from the President to the Secretary 
of Defense to the Secretaries of the military departments. 

The military department., under their respective Secretaries and in 

accordance with Sections II and IV, shall: 

1. Prepare forces and establish reserves of equipment and supplies for 
the effective prosecution of war, and plan for the expansion of peacetime 
components to meet the needs of war. 

2. Maintain in readiness mobile reserve forces, properly organised, 
trained, and equipped for employment in emergency. 

3. Provide adequate, timely, and reliable departmental Intelligence 
for use within the Department of Defense. . 

4. Organise, train, and equip forces for assignment to unified or 
specified commands. 

> • 

* 5. Recommend to the Secretary of Defense appropriate logistic guidance * 

* for their respective military departments which, if implemented, will result • 

* in logistic readiness consistent with the approved strategic guidance, and * 

* verify the continuing adequacy of the approved logistic guidance and the * 
** resources available to their respective military departments. * 

6. Prepare and submit to the Secretary of Defenae budgets for their 
respective departments; justify before the Congress budget requests as' 
approved by the Secretary of Defenae; and administer the funds made 
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available for maintaining, equipping, and training the force* of their 
respective departments, including tho.e assigned to unified and >pecified 
command.. The budget submissions to the Secretary of Defense by the 
mxlitary department, .hall be prepared on the ba.i., among other thing., 
of the advice of commander, of force. ..signed to unified and specified 
commands; .uch advice, in the case of component commander, of unified 
commands, will be in agreement with the plan, and program, of the 
respective unified commander.. 

7. Conduct research, develop tactic, technique., and organization, 
and develop and procure weapon., equipment, and supplies essential to 
the fulfillment of the function, hereinafter assigned. 

8. Develop, garrison, supply, equip, and maintain bases and other 
installations, including line, of communication, and provide administra- 
tive and logistical support for all forces and bases. 

9. Provide, as directed, such forces, military missions, and detach- 
ments for service in foreign countries a. may be required to support the 
national interest of the United States. 

10. Assist in training and equipping the military forces of foreign nations. 

11. Assist each other in the accomplishment of their respective 
functions, including the provision of personnel, intelligence, training, 
facilities, equipment, supplies, and services. 

The forces developed and trained to perform the primary functions set 
forth hereinafter .hall be employed to support and supplement the other 
Service, in carrying out their primary function., where and whenever .uch 
participation will result in increased effectiveness and will contribute to the 
accomplishment of the overall military objectives. As for collateral 
functions, while the assignment of such functions may establish further 
justification for stated force requirements, such assignment .hall not be 
used a. the basis for establishing additional force requirement*. 

A. Function, of the Department of the Army 

The Department of the Army i. responsible for the preparation of 
land forces necessary for the effective prosecution of war except as other- 
wise assigned and, in accordance with integrated mobilisation plans, for the 
expansion of the peacetime component, of the Army to meet the need, of war. 

The Army, within the Department of the Army, include, land combat 
and service forces and .uch aviation and water transport a. may be organic 
therein. 
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a. To organise, train, and equip Army forces for the 
conduct of prompt and sustained combat operation* on land - sosclfi 
cally forces to defeat enemy land forces and to seise, occupy, and 
defend land area. -ryt «■« 

b. To organise, train and equip Army air defense 
unite, including the provision of Army forces as required for ths d* 
fense of the United State, against air attack. « accordance with doctri*.. 
established by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. doctrines 

c. To organise and equip, in coordination with the other 
Services, and to provide Army forces for joint amphibious and airborne 
operations, and to provide for the training of such forces. In accordaJL 
with doctrines established by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. " 

(1) To develop. In coordination with the other Services 
doctrines, tactics, techniques, and equipment of Interest to the Armv 
for amphibious operations and not provided for in Section V. JLk 
B 1 b (3) and paragraph Bid. *««grnpn 

<2) To develop, in coordination with the other Service, 
the doctrines, procedures, and equipment employed by Army and Marine ' 
Forces in airborne operations. The Army shall have primary Interest 
in the development of those airborne doctrines, procedures, and equip - 
ment which are of common interest to the Army and the Marine Corps 



adequate, 



d. To provide an organisation capable of furnishing 
timely, and reliable intelligence for the Army. 



e. To provide forces for the occupations of territories 
abroad, to Include initial establishment of military government pendins 
transfer of this responsibility to other authority. 

f. To formulate doctrines and procedures for the 
organising, equipping, training, and employment of forces operating 
on land, except that the formulation of doctrines and procedures for the 
organisation, equipping, training, and employment of Marine Corps 
units for amphibious operations shall be a function of the Department 
of the Navy, coordinating as required by Section V, paragraph B 1 b { J). 

g. To conduct the following activities: 

<1) The administration and operation of the 

Panama Canal. 
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(2) The authorised civil work* program, including 
projects for improvement of navigation, flood control, beach erosion 
control, and other water resource developments in the United States, 
its territories, and its possessions. 

(3) Certain other civil activities prescribed by law, 

2. Collateral Functions of the Army To train forces: 

a. To interdict enemy sea and air power and communi- 
cations through operations on or from land. 

B. Functions of the Department of the Wavy 

The Department of the Navy is responsible for the preparation, 
of Navy and Marine Corps forces necessary for the effective prosecution 
of war except as otherwise assigned and, in accordance with integrated 
mobilisation plans, for the expansion of the peacetime components of 
the Navy and Marine Corps to meet the needs of war. 

Within the Department of the Navy, the Navy includes naval 
combat and service forces and such aviation as may be organic therein, 
and the Marine Corps includes not less than three combat divisions and 
three air wings and such other land combat, aviation, and other services 
as may be organic therein. 

I. Primary Functions of the Navy and the Marine Corps 

a. To organize, train, and equip Navy and Marine Corps 
forces for the conduct of prompt and sustained combat operations at sea, 
including operations of sea-based aircraft and land-based naval air 
components specifically, forces to seek out and destroy enemy naval 
forces and to suppress enemy sea commerce, to gain and maintain general 
naval supremacy, to control vital sea areas and to protect vital sea lines 
of communication, to establish and maintain local superiority (including 
air) in an area of naval operations, to seise and defend advanced naval 
bases, and to conduct such land and air operations as may be essential 

to the prosecution of a naval campaign. 

b. To maintain the Marine Corps, having the following 
specific functions: 

(1) To provide Fleet Marine Forces of combined 
arms, together with supporting air components, for service with the 
Fleet in the seizure or defense of advanced naval bases and for the 
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conduct of such land operations a* may bo essential to the prosecution 
of a naval campaign. These functions do not contemplate the creation 
of a second land Army. 

(2) To provide detachments and org aniaations for 
•or vice on armed vessels of the Navy, and security detachments for 
the protection of naval property at naval stations and basse. 

(3) To develop, in coordination with the other 
Services, the doctrines, tactics, techniques, and equipment employed 
by landing forces in amphibious operations. The Marine Corps shall 
have primary interest in the development of those landing foree doc- 
trines, tactics, techniques, and equipment which are of common Inter- 
est to the Army and the Marine Corps. 

(4) To train and equip, as required, Marine Forces 
for airborne operations, in coordination with the other Services and in 
accordance with doctrines established by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

(5) To develop, in coordination with the other 
Services, doctrines, procedures, and equipment of interest to the 
Marine Corps for airborne operations and not provided for in Section V, 
paragraph Ale (2). 

c. To organise and equip, in coordination with the other 
Services, and to provide naval forces, including naval close sir-support 
forces, for the conduct of joint amphibious operations, and to be re- 
sponsible for the amphibious training of all forces assigned to joint 
amphibious operations in accordance with doctrines established by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

d. To develop, in coordination with the other Services, 
the doctrines, procedures, and equipment of naval forces for amphibious 
operations, and the doctrines and procedures for Joint amphibious 
operations. 

e. To furnish adequate, timely, and reliable intelli- 
gence for the Navy and Marine Corps, 

f . To organise, train, and equip naval forces for naval 
reconnaissance, antisubmarine warfare, and protection of shipping, and 
mine laying, including the air aspects thereof, and controlled mine field 
operations. 

g. To provide air support essential for naval operations. 
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h. To provide sea-basad air defense and the sea-baaed 
means for coordinating control for defense againat air attack, coor- 
dinating with the other Services in matter* of joint concern. 

i. To provide naval (Including naval air) forces at 
required for the defense of the United States againat air attack, in 
accordance with doctrine* established by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

j. To furnish aerial photography as necessary for 
Navy and Marine Corps operations. 

2. Collateral Functions of the Navy and the Marine Corp s 
— To train forces; 

a. To interdict enemy land and air power and communi- 
cations through operations at sea. 



operations, 
purposea. 

as directed. 



b. To conduct close air and naval aupport for land 

c. To furnish aerial photography for cartographic 

d. To be prepared to participate in the overall air effort 



e. To establish military government, as directed, 
pending transfer of this responsibility to other authority. 

C. Functions of the Department of the Air Force 

The Department of the Air Force is responsible for the 
preparation of the air forces necessary for the effective prosecution of 
war except as otherwise assigned and, in accordance with integrated 
mobilisation plans, for the expansion of the peacetime components of 
the Air Force to meet the needs of war. 

The Air Force, within the Department of the Air Force, in- 
cludes aviation forces, both combat and service, not otherwise assigned 

1. Primary Functions of the Air Force 

a. To organise, train, and equip Air Force forces for 
the conduct of prompt and sustained combat operations in the air -- 
specifically, forces to defend the United States against air attack in 
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accordance with doctrines established by the Joint Chiefs ol Staff to 
gain and maintain general air supremacy, to defeat enemy air force*, 
to control vital air arena, and to eatabliah local air superiority except 
at otherwise assigned herein. 

b. To develop doctrines and procedures, in coordination 
with the other Services, for the unified defense of the United States 
against air attack. 1 

c To organise, train, and equip Air Force forces for 
strategic air warfare. 

d. To organise and equip Air Force forces for joint 
amphibious and airborne operations, in coordination with the other 
Services, and to provide for their training in accordance with doctrines 
established by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

e. To furnish close combat and logistical air support to 
the Army, to Include air lift, support, and resuppiy of airborne opera- 
tion aerial photography, tactical reconnaissance, and interdiction of 
enemy land power and communications. 

f. To provide sir transport for the armed forces, except 
as otherwise assigned. 

g. To develop, in coordination with the other Services, 
doctrines, procedures, and equipment for air defense from land areas, 
including the continental United States. 

h. To formulate doctrines and procedures for the 
organising, equipping, training, and employment of Air Force forces. 

1. To provide an organization capable of furnishing 
adequate, timely, and reliable intelligence for the Air Force. 

j. To furnish aerial photography for cartographic 

purposes. 

k. To develop, in coordination with the other Services, 
tactics, techniques, and equipment of interest to the Air Force for 
amphibious operations and not provided for in Section V, paragraph 
B 1 b (3) and paragraph Bid. 

1. To develop, in coordination with the other Services, 
doctrines, procedures, and equipment employed by Air Force forces 
in airborne operations. 
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2. Collateral Function* of the Air Force — To train forces: 

a. To interdict enemy sea power through air ope radons. 

b. To conduct antisubmarine warfare and to protect shipping. 

c. To conduct aerial mine-laying operations. 

VL FUNCTIONS OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AGENCIES 

1. Defense Atomic Support Agency (DAS A). See DoD Directive 
5105. 31, July 22, 1964. 

2. Defense Communications Agency (DCA), See DoD Directive 
5105. 19, November 14, 1961. 

3. Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA). See DoD Directive 
5105. 36, June 9, 1965. 

4. Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA). See DoD Directive 5105. 21, 
August 1, 1961. 

5. Defense Supply Agency (DSA). See DoD Directive 5105. 22, 
December 9, 1965. 

VIL CANCELLATION 

References (a) and (c) are hereby cancelled. 
VIE. EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Directive is effective immediately. 




Secretary of Defense 
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Department of Defense Directive 



World-Wide Military Command and 
Control System (WWMCCS) 

Reference: (a) DoD Directive S-5100.30. "Concept of Operation. 

of the World-Wide Military Command and 
Control System", October 16, 1962 (hereby 
cancelled) 



L PURPOSE 

The purpose of this directive is to define the functional, 
organisational and operational relationships between all 
elements of the Worldwide Military Command and Control 
System (WWMCCS) and to provide policy guidance and 
establish responsibilities for the management, development, 
acquisition and operation of the WWMCCS. 

U. APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE 

This directive applies to the Military Departments. Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Unified 
and Specified Commands, and Department of Defense 
Agencies (hereinafter referred to as DoD Components) 
involved in the development, acquisition and operation and 
support of the WWMCCS. 

DDL DEFINITIONS 

A * National Command Authorities (NCA|. The NCA consists 
only of the President and the Secretary of Defense or 
their duly deputised alternates or successors. The chain 
of command runs from the President to the Secretary of 
Defense and through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the 



. commanders of Unified and Specified Commands. The 
channel of communication for execution of the Single 
Integrated Operational Flan (SIOP) and other time- 
sensitive operations shall be from the NCA through the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, representing the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, to the executing commanders. 1 

B. Command and Control. For purposes of this directive, 
command and control is the exercise of authority and 
direction by duly designated authorities. These functions 
are performed through an arrangement of personnel, 
equipment, communications, facilities, and procedures, 
which are employed in planning, directing, coordinating, 
and controlling operational activities of US Military Forces. 

C. Worldwide Military Command and Control System (WWMCCS). 
The WWMCCS is the world-wide command and control system 
that provides the means for operational direction and technical 
administrative support involved in the function of command 
and control of US Military Forces. 

D. National Military Command System (NMCS). The NMCS is 
the priority component of the WWMCCS designed to support 
the National Command Authorities in the exercise of their 
responsibilities. It also supports the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
in the exercise of their responsibilities. 

IV. GENERAL CONCEPTS 

A. The WWMCCS serves two functions, listed below in their 
order of priority and emphasis: 

1. Support of the NCA is the primary mission. The NMCS 
provides the means by which the President and the 
Secretary of Defense can: receive warning and intelli- 
gence upon which accurate and timely decisions can be 
made; apply the resources of the Military Departments; 
and assign military missions and provide direction to 
the Unified and Specified Commands. The NMCS must 



The expression, "Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff", as used in this 
directive includes the officer appointed to this position and the officer 
serving in this position in the appointee's absence. 
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be capable of providing information so that appropriate 
and timely responses may be selected and directed by the 
NCA and implemented. In addition, the NMC5 supports the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff in carrying out their responsibilities. 

2. Support of the command and control systems of the Unified 
and Specified Commands and the WWMCCS related manage- 
ment/information systems of other DoD Components is the 
second mission. This function will be supported by the 
WWMCCS subordinate to and on the basis of non-interference 
■ with the primary mission. 

Guidelines for Design and Operation of the WWMCCS. 

1. Both the communication of warning and intelligence from 

all sources and the communication of decisions and commands 
to the Military Forces require that the NMCS be the most 
responsive, reliable, and survivable system that can be 
provided with the resources available. This requires that the 
command and control systems of all other DoD Components be 
configured and operated for effective support of the NMCS as 
well as their specific missions. Interfaces must be com- 
patible, communication links must provide direct connection 
or real time relay wherever necessary, computerised data 
formats must.be common and all details of system configura- 
tion and operation must be as efficient as possible in terms 
of both effectiveness and in utilization of resources. 

2. The WWMCCS will be exercised frequently under the most 
realistic conditions possible in order to insure readiness 
and to identify deficiencies. Exercises will be used to 
evaluate the effectiveness of standard operating procedures, 
changes to these procedures, the effectiveness of installed 
and deployed command and control equipment, equipment 
changes, and to assist in validating the need for and 
characteristics of hardware and software proposed to correct 
identified deficiencies. 

3. These guidelines apply to all DoD Components and to the 
utilisation of all other Department of Defense resources in 
support of the WWMCCS and its prime mission. 

4. The effective operation of the WWMCCS rests upon the under- 
standing of its concepts and objectives and its innovative 
support by those charged with its design and operation. 

Every effort must be made to assure this understanding and' 
encourage this support. 
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v. 



COMPOSITION, OF THE WWMCCS 



A. National Military Command System (NMCS). 

1. : Since survival of the command and control capability of 
NMCS is fundamental to continuity of operations, a 
composite command structure with survivable com- 
munications is required. This includes the National 
Military Command Center (NMCC), the Alternate 
National Military Command Center (ANMGC), the 
National Emergency Airborne Command Post (NEACP), 
and such other command centers as may be designated 
by the Secretary of Defense. These centers must be 
linked by reliable communications, supported by warning 
and intelligence systems, and continuously manned and 
ready for use. Special capabilities must be provided 
for communication with strategic offensive and defensive 
forces and for other forces which may be required for 
quick reaction in crises. In this case, the communica- 
tions will be designated and operated to assure minimum 
elapsed time for the transmission of orders to the 
operating units of these forces. The NMCS also in- 
cludes communications connecting its facilities with 
primary and alternate command facilities of the: 

a. Headquarters of the Unified and Specified Commands. 

b. Service headquarters of the Military Departments. 

c. Other designated DoD Components which provide 
support through the WWMCCS. 

' 2. Support of the NMCS will be the priority function of all 
primary and alternate command facilities. 

B. Command and Control Systems of the Unified and Specified 
Commands. 



1. The command and control systems of the Unified and 
Specified Commands provide the means through which 
Unified/Specified Commanders receive information 
and exercise operational command of assigned forces. 

2. The command and control system of a unified command 
includes the command and control systems of subordinate 
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unified commands and joint task forces when such 
organisations are established and assigned. Further, the 
Unified/Specified Commander must provide guidance to his 
Component Commands to assure interoperability of the 
command-wide, command, control, and intelligence' support 
systems necessary to his operational functions. 

C. WWMCCS- Related Management/Information Systems of the 
Headquarters of the Military Departments. This consists of the 
facilities, equipment, communications, procedures, and person- 
nel* which provide the means through which the headquarters of 
the Military Departments carry out their assigned functions in 
support of the WWMCCS. 

D. Command and Control Systems of the Headquarters of the Service 
Component Commands . These systems provide the means 
through which the commanders send and receive information and 
exercise command over their forces. 

£. Command and Control Support Systems of Department of Defense' 
Agencies. These systems provide the means through which the 
Directors accomplish the missions of their Agencies in support 
of the command and control function. 

F. Command and Control Systems described in paragraphs B, C, 
D, and E will be configured and operated generally to meet the 
requirements of the commands being served. However, the 
priority requirement will be as defined in subparagraph IV. A. 1. 
All communications facilities of these commands will be designed 
not only to interface with main NMCS communications, but for 
information to flow through and to and from points within each 
command as may be appropriate. 

G. Non- Department of Defense Systems. 

1. Effective coordination and liaison must be established and 
maintained with those activities of the U. S. Government 
outside the Department of Defense which have functions 
associated with the NMCS, e. g. , White House Situation 
Room, State Department Operations Center, Central 
Intelligence Agency Indications Office, U.S. Intelligence 
Board National Indications Center, U.N. Military Mission, 
Office of Emergency Preparedness National Warning Center, 
the U.S. Coast Guard Operations Center, the FAA Executive 
Communications Control Center, and such other agencies, 
activities, or centers as may be designated. 
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2. Appropriate military information will be provided to 
these associated systems through the NMCS, utilising 
timely, secure, and reliable communications systems. 
Conversely, political, intelligence, diplomatic, and 
economic information input to the NMCS will be provided 
by these same systems. The WWMCCS may also be re- 
quired to interface with such multi-national elements as 
NATO. In addition, the NMCS should provide com- 
munications and space to support representatives of the 
White House and other Government activities who may 
use the NMCS in a politico-military situation concerning 
strategic direction of U.S. Military Forces. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff will provide for lateral coordination with 
U.S. Government activities external to the Department 
of Defense to insure necessary interchange of data to 
and from the NMCS. 

VL RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. Subject to the authority and direction of the President and 
the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have the 
responsibility: 

1. To prepare strategic plans and provide for the strategic 
direction of -the armed forces, including the direction of 
operations conducted by Commanders of Unified and 
Specified Commands and the discharge of any other 
function of command for such commands directed by the 
Secretary of Defense. 

2. To serve as advisers and as military staff in the chain 
of operational command with respect to Unified and 
Specified Commands, to provide a channel of communi- 
cations from the President and Secretary of Defense to 
Unified and Specified Commands, and to coordinate all 
communications in matters of joint interest addressed 

to the Commanders of the Unified or Specified Commands 
by other authority. ; 

3. To advise on the effectiveness of the WWMCCS. 

B. Under the direction of the Secretary of Defense, the Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff will: 

1. Operate, for the Secretary of Defense, the NMCS 
to meet the needs of the NCA. He will establish 
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operational, policies and procedures for all components of 
the NMCS and assure their implementation. 



2. Define the scope and components of the NMCS. 

3. Develop and validate requirements for the NMCS, make 
recommendations on the design, development, and procure- 
ment of systems and prepare, with appropriate DoD 
Component assistance, appropriate planning, programming, 
and budgeting documents for the NMCS. 

4. Maintain cognisance of all WWMCCS programs and capabili- 
ties. Validate WWMCCS requirements of the Unified/ - 
Specified Commanders. Develop an overall WWMCCS 
Objectives Plan. 

5. Make recommendations to the Secretary of Defense to insure 
responsiveness , functional interoperability, and standard- 
isation of the WWMCCS. Make recommendations for 
changes to the WWMCCS that Will increase the effectiveness 
of the NMCS. 

6. Implement decisions of the Secretary of Defense concerning 
requisite capabilities of the NMCS pertaining to sub- 
paragraph V. F. 

C. The Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Telecommunications) 
will have primary staff responsibility in the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense for the WWMCCS. NMCS, and WWMCCS- 
related systems. This responsibility includes review and advice 
to the Secretary of Defense on all matters, except those assigned 
in paragraphs VI. D. and VI. E. , below, relating to the design. 
deVelopment, procurement, and performance of equipment, 
systems, and technical procedures involved in the WWMCCS, 
including recommendations made by or through the Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

D. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Intelligence) will have 
primary staff responsibility in the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense for intelligence collection and reporting systems. 
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This responsibility includes review and advice to the 
Secretary of Defense on all matters involving warning 
and intelligence relating to the design, development, 
procurement (other than ADP procurement), and 
performance of equipment, systems and technical 
procedures involved in the WWMCCS, including recom- 
mendations made by or through the Chairman, Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

E. , The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) will 

maintain central focal point cognizance of ADP pro- 
curement, reporting, and re utilization. 

F. Non-NMCS elements of the WWMCCS will continue to be 
administered by their responsible DoD Components. 

VH. WORLD-WIDE MILITARY COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEM 
(WWMCCS) COUNCIL 

There is hereby established a WWMCCS Council, which will 
be chaired by the Deputy Secretary of Defense and will have as 
additional members the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Intelligence), and the 
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Telecommunications). 
The Council will provide policy guidance for the development 
and operation of the WWMCCS and evaluate its overall 
performance. In particular, it will review and evaluate for 
the Secretary of Defense the exercises specified under IV. B. 
It will also review and make recommendations to the Secretary 
of Defense on the planning, programming, and budgeting of 
the WWMCCS. 

Vm. CANCELLATION 

Reference (a) is hereby superseded and cancelled. 

DC EFFECTIVE DATE AND IMPLEMENTATION 

This Directive is effective upon publication. In the event of 
conflict between this Directive and previous directives and 
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Dec Z, 71 
5100. 30 



instruction* » the provisions of this Directive will govern* 
Ail DoD Components will review their existing directives, 
instructions, and regulations for conformance with this 
Directive;. advise the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the results of this review within 
30 days and implement any necessary changes within 90 days 
of publication of this Directive. A 




Deput, secretary el Defense 
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DISTRIBUTION 
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IISYMKTIOM Wt KCIPIEHT3 

The following pen change to DoD Directive 5100. 30, "World-Wide Military Command 
and Control System (WWMCCS)," dated December 2, 1971, has been authorized: 

PEN CHANGE 

Page 7 - Section VL C. Delete: "Assistant Secretary of Defense (Telecom- 
munications)" 

Insert: "Director, Telecommunications and Command 
and Control Syatema (DTACCS)" 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

This change is effective immediately. 




MAURICE W. ROCHE. Director 
Correapondence and Directives 
OASD(Comptroller) 
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IU8TRUCTI0IIS FOR RECIPIENTS 

NOTICE OF DECLASSIFICATION AND RE DESIGNATION 

Cancelled DoD Directive S-5100. 30, "Concept of Operations of the World-Wide 
Military Command and Control System (U), " dated October 16, 1962, is hereby 
declassified and downgraded from SECRET to UNCLASSIFIED, effective 
October 1, 1974. 

All recipients retaining copies of this cancelled document should delete the 
classification "SECRET" from the top and bottom of each page, and change 
the number of the document from "S-5100. 30" to "5100. 30". 

This Transmittal may be used as the authority for downgrading and declassifying 
this Directive. 

MAURICE W. ROCHE, Director 
Correspondence and Directives 
OASD(Comptroller) 
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CHAPTJ3R 5.— JOINT CHtKrS OF STAFF 



Composition; functions. 

Chairman. 

Joint Staff. 



§ 241. Composition; functions 

(a) There arc in the Department of Defense the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff consisting of — 

(1) a Chairman ; 

(2} the Chief of Staff of the Army ; 
(3) the Chief of Naval Operations; and 
(4j the Chief of Staff of the Air Force. 

(b) The Joint Chiefs of Staff are the principal military advisers 
to the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary 
of Defense. 

(c) The Commandant of the Marine Corps shall indicate to the 
Chairman any matter scheduled for consideration by the Joint 
Chiefs that directly concerns the Marine Corps. Unless, upon re- 
quest of the Chairman for a determination, the Secretary of De- 
fense determines that such a matter does not concern the Marine 
Corp3, the Commandant shall meet with the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
when that matter is under consideration. While the matter is under 
consideration and with respect to it, the Commandant has co-equal 
status with the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

(d) Subject to the authority and direction of the President and 
the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall— 

(1) prepare strategic plans and provide for the strategic di- 
rection of the armed forces; 

(2) prepare joint logistic plans and assign logistic responsi- 
bilities to the armed forces in accordance with those plans; 

(A) establish unified commands in strnti-i:i<- areas; 
t.-i) review the major material and personnel requirements of 
the armed forces in accordance with sti-ut<?/rtc and. logistic plans; 

(5) formulate: policies for the joint training of the armed 
forces ; 

(t'i) formulate policies for coordinating tin; military education 
of members of the armed forces; 

i'i ) provide for representation of the United States on the 
Military Stuff Committee of the United Naiions in nccordam e 
w iih the Charter of the United Nations; and 
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(S) perform such other duties as tho President or the .Secre- 
tary of Defense may prescribe, 
(c) After first informing the Secretary of Defense, a member of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff may make such recommendations to Con- 
gress relating to the Department of Defense as he may consider ap- 
propriate. 

Aug. 10, 195G, c. 1041, 70A Stat. G; Aug. 6, 1038, Pitb.L. 85-5<J9, § 7 
72 Stat. 510; Sept. 7, 1952, PubX. 87-051, Title II, § 204, 70 Stat' 
519. 
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OAGC(M.IIfvPA) 
December 15, 1976 ' "' 

SUBJECT: Legal Restraints on the Secretary of Defense in Terminating 
or Reassigning Department: of Defense (DoD) Civilian and 
Military Personnel (Information for Transition Team) 

I. General Authority of Secretary of Defense Over DoD Personn el 

Under the National Security Act, the Secretary of Defense has authority 
to run the affairs of the Department of Defense (DoD) and all its organi- 
zations and components subject to the direction of the President. The 
following limitations are the only pertinent restraints on the exercise 
of this power: 

(1) The Secretary of Defense may not exercise his power to transfer, 
reassign, abolish, or consolidate the combatant functions of the 
military services unless he first reports his intended action to 
the Armed Services Committees of Congress; even if he does 
report it, Congress may reject it (10 U.S. C. 8 125); although 

the basis for rejection is stated in section 125(a) to be that the 
plan proposes transfer, etc. of a "major combatant function, " 
and section 125(d) excludes from that term a "supply or service 
activity common to more than one military department, M the 
proposed transfer, etc., of such a "supply or service activity" 
must still be reported, if it is "vested ... by law;" 

(2) He may not indirectly accomplish what is forbidden above by 
either (a) detailing or assigning personnel or (b) directing the 
expenditure of funds; 

(3) He cannot merge the three military departments or deprive the 
Secretaries of those departments of their legal right to administer 
their organizations subject to his power and authority; and 

(4) He may not transfer, reassign, abolish, or consolidate a specific 
function assigned by law to another officer or organizational com- 
ponent of DoD unless he first reports his intended action to (he 
Armed Services Committees of Congress. In cases other than 
those covered in subparagraph (1) above, for example, a transfer 
of noncombatant functions vested by law in an official, e.g. , from 
one of certain Assistant Secretaries of Defense to another Assistant 
Secretary of Defense, a report to the Congress would be required. 
Although the Armed Services Committee or either of the two houses 
of Congroii.; could not find thai a "major combatant function" was 
involved (as in subparagraph (1) above), they certainly could make 
known their disapproval even to the extent of passing legislation 
prohibiting the proposed action. 
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As a corollary to his general authority, the Secretary of 
Defense can direct the exercise of specific powers vested 
in subordinate officers of the DoD, including the Secretaries 
of the military departments. Conversely, the Secretary of 
Defense may not legally order a subordinate officer of DoD to 
take action in that subordinate's capacity when the subordinate 
lacks the authority under law to so act. 

II. Restra i nts Concerning Military Pe rsonnel 

A. Reassignment of Military Personnel 

The authority of the Secretary of Defense to direct the 
Secretaries of the military departments to transfer and 
reassign military personnel is generally unfettered, 
although, as a matter of practice, assignments are made by 
the Secretaries of the military departments. Of course, < 
there are a number of officers who hold specific positions 
by virtue of Presidential appointment, e. g. , the Chief of Staff ' 
of the Army and the Chief of Naval Operations. The Secretary 
has no authority to direct a reassignment of personnel in this 
category. However, all such officers, even though confirmed 
in their positions by the Senate, serve only at the pleasure of 
the President. 

In addition, section 716 of Title 10, United States Code, 
authorized the inter- service transfer of a commissioned 
officer by the President only when the officer has consented 
to the transfer. 

B. Termination of Military Personnel 

In the military personnel context, "termination" can be taken 
to mean a release from active duty or a complete separation 
from military status. Both circumstances are treated below. 

1 . Reserve Personnel 

As a general rule, officers and enlisted members of 
Reserve components may be released from active duty 
at any time, 10 U.S.C. § 681(a). In time of war or 
national emergency declared by Congress or the President 
after January 1, 1953, however, certain procedures must 
be followed prior to a release. 10 U.S.C. § 681(b). This 
exception does not apply during a period of demobilization 
or reduction in strength. 
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A Reserve commissioned officer may be discharged 
at die pleasure of the President. 10 U.S. C. §116?,. 
An exception exists when he has at least three years 
of service as a commissioned officer. In the latter 
circumstance, he may not be discharged without his 
consent except under an approved recommendation of 
a board of officers convened by an authority designated 
by the Secretary of the concerned military department 
or approved sentence of court-martial. 10 (J.S.C. §1163. 
Normally, an approved recommendation by a board of 
officers would be based upon substandard performance 
of duty, moral or professional dereliction, or in the 
interests of national security, i . e . , good cause. 

A Reserve noncommissioned officer or enlisted member 
may be discharged under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary oi'the concerned military department. (It is 
noteworthy that the Secretary of Defense has issued 
regulations governing the discharge of Reserve and 
Regular enlisted members. ) 

2. Regular Personnel 

Generally, a Regular commissioned officer may not be 
discharged other than for good cause, failure of promotion, 
or mandatory retirement if he has three years or more 
of continuous service as a commissioned officer in the 
military department in which he is serving. Absent 
special legislation, the same rule applies to the release 
from active duty of Regular commissioned officers, 
whether or not during a reduction in force. E. g. 10 U.S. C. 
§33 14a. 

Similar rules pertain to Regular warrant officers. After 
reaching three years of active service from hir. original 
permanent appointment ;ts a Regular warrant officer, 
such an officer generally may not be discharged oilier 
than for good t-.ausi!, i. c. , unfitness or unsatisfactory 
performance. See 10 U.S. C. §1165 and 1166. Again, 
the same rule governs Lhe release from active duty of 
Regular warrant officers. 
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A regular enlisted member may not be discharged 
before his term of service expires except; (1) as 
prescribed by the Secretary of the concerned military- 
department; (2) by sentence of special or general 
court-martial; or (3) as otherwise provided by law. 
10 U.S. C. §1169. Although the statutory language 
concerning the discharge of Regular enlisted members 
varies from that applicable to enlisted members of 
Reserve components, the same standards which govern 
the discharge of Reserve enlisted members apply to 
the discharge of Regular enlisted members as well, 
because the Secretary of Defense has issued the same 
regulations for both. 

As pait of his general authority to issue regulations 
governing the discharge of Regular enlisted members, 
the Secretary of Defense may authorize their discharge 
pursuant to a reduction in force. 

III. Restraints Concerning Civilian Personne l 

By statute, the United States Civil Service Commission is charged 
with the responsibility of overseeing Federal civilian employees, 
including those in the Department of Defense. 5 U.S.C. §1301. 
Among other activities, the Commission issues regulations 
governing personnel matters throughout the Federal Government. 
5 U.S.C. §§1302 and 3301. Consequently, the Secretary of Defense 
is not at liberty to devise his own regulatory scheme for dealing 
with the civilian workforce; rather, he must comply with the rules 
and regulations of the Commission. 

While there are numerous categories into which civilian employees 
may fall, the two which comprise the civil service are the "com- 
petitive service" and the "excepted service." 5 U.S.C. §§2102 
and 2.103. A further complication is the class of employees 
designated as "preference eligible s, " made up generally of veterans, 
unmarried widows and widowers of veterans,, and spouses of 
disabled veterans. 5 U.S.C. §2108. "Preference eligibles" belong 
to both the competitive and excepted services and enjoy a privileged 
status respecting hiring, transfer, removal, demotion, .suspension, 
and retention. 
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By statute and regulation, an employee of the competitive 
service may be required to serve a probationary or trial, 
period, generally for the period of one year. 5 U.S.C. §3321. 
Upon completion of this period, specific regulatory, statutory, 
and constitutional protections apply when removal, demotion, 
or suspension of the employee is attempted. 

A. Reassignment of .Civilian Personnel 

There are general and specific limitations on the Secretary 
of Defense's authority to transfer, detail, and reassign DoD 
personnel. 

Among the specific limitations are the following: (1) 
employees who are required by law to be exclusively engaged 
on some specific work may not be detailed among the bureaus 
and offices of the military departments or the DoD (5 U.S.C. 
§3341(a)); (2) when employees may be detailed, it may be 
done only by written order of the head of the department and 
may not be for more than 120 days, although details may be 
renewed by written order (5 U.S.C. §3341(b)); (3) the head of 
an agency may not detail an employee of his agency to an 
international organization for more than five years (5 U.S.C. 
§3343); and (4) when it is determined appropriate, the head of 
an agency may assign an employee of his department to a 
State or local government, but not for more than two years. 
However, he may extend the assignment for not more than two 
additional years. 5 U.S.C. §3372. 

When a function is transferred from one agency to another, 
each preference eligible employed in the function shall be 
transferred to the receiving agency for employment in a 
position for which he is qualified before the receiving agency 
may make an appointment from another source to that position. 
5 U.S.C. §3503(a). Similarly, when one agency is replaced 
by another, each preference eligible employed in the agency 
to be replaced shall be transferred to the replacing agency 
for employment in a position for which he is qualified before 
the replacing agency may make an appointment from another 
source. 5 U.S.C. §3 r ;0:'.(h). 
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As a matter of management, the Secretary of Defense 
may reassign competitive and excepted service employees 
within the departments according to his judgment. 
However, preference-eligible and competitive service 
employees must not suffer in pay, grade, or rank as a 
result of the reassignment. If a reassignment does 
constitute a reduction in pay, grade, or rank, there must 
be a basis for the adverse action if the employee is a 
competitive service employee or if he is a preference 
eligible, unless he is still serving during his probationary 
or trial period.' 5 U.S.C. §§7501 and 751.1. The same 
rules apply to transfers from one agency within DoD to 
another. 

B. Termination of Civilian Personnel 

All competitive and excepted service personnel are subject 
to being terminated during a reduction in force. However, 
an order of retention is established by law. Preference 
eligibles have first priority. 5 U.S.C. §3502(b). There- 
after, the elements which must be taken into account are 
tenure of employment, length of service, and efficiency of 
performance ratings. 5 U.S.C. §3502(a). It is noteworthy 
that competitive service personnel are reduced separately 
from excepted service personnel and that competitive service 
personnel may displace other competitive personnel lower on the 
order of retention. Excepted service personnel do not enjoy 
the "bumping" pri%'ilege. 

After an employee ha3 completed his probationary or trial 
period, he accrues certain rights. Before a nonprobationary, 
competitive service employee or a preference eligible may 
be removed, suspended, or furloughed without pay, certain 
procedures must be followed, including an appeal right to 
the Civil Service Commission. 5 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 752. The basis for such adverse action must promote 
the efficiency of the service. The sufficiency of the reasons 
for the adverse action is subject to judicial review. 

With rogard to nonpreforonce eligible, excepted service 
employees, the general rule is thai, the same .statutory and 
regulatory protections governing competitive service 
employees and preference eligibles do not apply. (There 
are exceptions, but they are beyond the scope of this paper. ) 



DoD Proc :odu ro.s and Folic ies Im pigmenting jlhc j: 'rtcdoni of 
Infor m ation Act 

I. The Freedom of Information Act 

The Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) (5 U.S.C. 552) re- ■ 
quires each agency to make available any record requested by any 
person, unless the record falls within one of nine exemptions. 
(See Enclosure I for the nine exemptions). 

Each agency, upon any request for records under the Act, 
is required to answer that request within 10 working days after re- 
ceipt. An appeal from an initial denial of that request must be , 
answered within 20 working days of receipt. In unusual circum- 
stances, either time limit may be extended by a maximum of 10 f 
additional working days upon written notice of the reasons therefor 
to the requester. 

If the agency declines to provide the requested record in 1 
whole or in part or fails to respond within the time limits of the 
Act, the requester may file a complaint in a U. S. District Court 
to enjoin the agency from withholding the record. If the requestor 
substantially prevails, the Court may award attorney's fees and 
court costs to the requester, and may make a written finding that 
agency personnel acted arbitrarily and capriciously in withholding 
the record. Such a finding must be investigated by the Civil Service 
Commission to determine whether disciplinary action is warranted 
against the person primarily responsible for the withholding. It 
should be noted, however, that this disciplinary procedure is not 
applicable to Presidential appointees or to military personnel. 

II. DoD Organization and Procedures for Processing 
Freedom of Information Act Requests 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs )(ASD(PA)) 
is responsible for the overall Department- wide implementation of the 
FOIA program. Under that official there is the Directorate for Freedom 
of Information, which, in addition to monitoring compliance with the 
FOIA program requirements in all elements of DoD, is the.officc that 
staffs the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests received by the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). In 1975, approximately 44, 000 
FOIA initial requests and 372 appeals were answered throughout the 
IVtVnso Department, with 1, ld. r > initi al requests and 21 appeals involving 
OS!) records. 
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;:yctn:i»:3 fur purposes of responding to FOIA requests. Accordingly, 
any request received by OSU which includes records that; arc under 
the jurisdiction of a military department is forwarder! to that de- 
partment for action. Additionally, most Defense Department Agencies 
such as the Defense Intelligence Agency and National Security Agency 
also handle their own FOIA requests. A list of all of the OSD offices 
is attached at Enclosure 2. At Enclosure 3 is a list of the DoD 
components considered to be separate agencies for purposes of re- 
sponding to FOIA requests. 

Within OSD, the head of each organizational entity (e.g. the 
ASD(Comptro! ler )) is responsible for making the determination of 
whether any requested records originated or maintained by his 
office must be released or withheld under the FOIA, and for assuring 
that this determination is made within the time limits established by 
the Act. It is also the responsibility of the head of each OSD entity 
to consult with the Assistant General Counsel serving his area, be- 
fore making a denial of any document or portion thereof requested 
under the FOIA. Additionally, the head of each OSD component must 
provide to OASD(PA) a written justification for the denial, including a 
reference to the exemption of the Act which is being used as authority 
to withhold the record. This responsibility includes a duty to consult 
with any other, OSD and DoD components that may'have a significant 
interest in the document. 

A red cover sheet (SD Form 466) and accompanying forms 
(SD Form 472 and 467) are attached to each FOIA request to alert 
the office to which action is assigned that this is a priority item 
that must be expedited. (Copies attached at Enclosure 4). The 
suspense date is typed on the red cover sheet for each request. 

The requester has the right under the Act to appeal the 
initial denial of any record requested under the FOIA to the head 
of the agency. In OSD, all such appeals must be sent to the ASD(PA), 
as the designee of the Secretary of Defense, for a review of the 
initial determination. ( 

The following rules should be kept in mind when determining 
an appropriate response to a request: 
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1. The Act requires the requester to "reasonably describe" 
the records he seeks. If the request is so vague or broad that an 
official familiar with the relevant files cannot determine what records 
are sought, the agency is permitted to decline to make a search and 
instead contact the requester, asking that he give more specific in- 
formation about the type of records he is requesting. 

2. If the requester asks for a record which does not 
exist, there is no requirement to create a record in order to respond 
to the request. Only existing records are subject to the Act, not 
information in any other form. 

3. If the request is for a record which originated in 
another agency, in Congress, or in the private sector, but which is 
contained in DoD files, there is an obligation to consider it a DoD 
record and make the determination with regard to its releasability 
(normally after consultation with the originating agency). The only 
execeptions to this rule are a document which was classified by another 
agency, an FBI record on loan, or a Civil Service Commission re- 
cord on loan. In that case, the document is considered to be a re- 
cord of the agency that classified or originated it. Hence, the re- 
quest may be transferred to one of those agencies to answer the in- 
quiry with respect to that particular document. 

4. The FOIA does not apply to requests from Congress 
or its Committees, but it does apply to a request from an individual 
Member of Congress who seeks a record on his own or a constituent's 
behalf. Requests for records from Congress are governed by DoD 
Directive 5400.4 (Feb. 20, 1971) (Enclosure 5). This means that the 
exemptions of the FOIA can be used to justify the withholding of 
documents from Congress only when the individual Member is acting 
without color of Legislative Branch authority. Similar rules apply 

to the GAO (see Enclosure 6). 

III. Determinations Under the- Freedom of Information Act 
A. General 

The purpose of the FOIA is to make as much Government 
information as possible available to the public. The burden is on 
the Government either to release the record or prove that a denial 
of the record is authorized under one of the exemptions in the Act. 



Additionally, it is not sufficient merely to state that the requested 
record falls within one. of the exemptions of the Act. The denying 
official must also state in writing the "legitimate and significant 
governmental purpose" (DoD Directive 5400.7 - Enclosure 7) that 
will be served by withholding the record. If a document falls within 
one of the exemptions but no harmwill result from releasing it, the 
record must be made available. 

B. Reasonable Segregation of Exempt Portions 

of a Record 

It is rarely permissible to withhold an entire document from 
a requester. This is because of the rule in the Act that "any 
reasonably segregable portion of a record shall be provided to any 
person requesting such record after deletion of the portions which 
are exempt ..." Applying this rule to classified documents, for 
example, the appropriate OSD entity must make a paragraph-by- 
paragraph declassification review of each document and must re- 
lease any paragraphs which are not in and, of themselves currently 
and properly classified. 

C. The Exemptions 

The nine exemptions that authorize the withholding of certain 
categories of records are listed in Enclosure 1. Certain of those re- 
quire special explanation. All classified documents requested, for 
example, must be put through a declassification review to determine 
if they are currently and properly classified. This is because the 
Act permits the withholding only of those documents which are "in 
fact properly classified" pursuant to an Executive order. The Act 
also authorizes the Courts to examine classified documents in 
camera to determine whether they are properly classified. 

Exemption (5) often presents problems because of the rule 
described above that "reasonably segregable" portions of documents 
must be released. The Courts have held that only the policy advice 
and recommendations contained in an internal memorandum may be 
withheld - not the facts. This means that any facts contained in an 
inter - or intra-agericy memorandum that reasonably can be segre- 
gated must be released, and that only the policy advice and recom- 
mendation portions of such a memorandum may be withheld. 
Accordingly, if a request feu- any particular document i:: anticipated, 
such document should be organized in a fashion to separate factual 
matter from the exempted policy advice and r ec o name nd a t u> ns . 
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D. The Privacy Act 

The Privacy Act (5 U. S.C. 552a) is often also applicable to 
records requested under the FOlA, since it applies to any record 
about an individual that is maintained by his name, social security 
number, or other personal identifier. The component assigned 
action on a request from an individual seeking access to records 
about himself must therefore determine whether any Privacy Act 
type of records are covered by the request. If so, the individual 
is entitled to the access required by that Act. If, however, the 
record is one which under the FOIA must be released, the Privacy 
Act may not be used as a justification to withhold the record from 
the individual. Accordingly, the basic rule that applies when an 
individual requests records about himself is that if the information 
is required to be released under either Act, it must be released ; 
to the requester. 

A more difficult issue is presented when a third party (often 
the press) requests, under the FOIA, private information about an 
individual contained in a system of personnel records subject to the 
Privacy Act. Exemption (6) of the FOIA (see Enclosure 1) prohibits 
release of "personnel files .. . the disclosure of which would con- 
stitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy ..." 
The component responding to the request is required first to apply 
a balancing test to weigh the interest of the public or the requester 
in gaining access to the information against the privacy interests 
of the individual. If the component concludes that the interests of 
the public or of that particular requester outweigh the potential 
harm to the privacy of the individual, the record must be released 
and the Privacy Act may not be used to justify withholding the in- 
formation. Only if the component concludes that the interest in 
protecting the individual's privacy is greater than the need for the 
public to have access to the information can the component look to 
the Privacy Act to determine if its provisions prohibit the record 
from being released to third parties. 

Because the determinations of whether it is legally permissible 
to withhold a document under either FOIA or the Privacy Act are 
often complex and sometimes affected by recent litigation, coordination 
with assigned counsel is required on any proposed initial denial of a 
document. The ASD(PA) likewise must coordinate with the General 
Counsel on appeals of initial denials before making a final denial of 
a record on behalf of the Secretary of Defense under the FOIA. 
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IV. Relevant DoD Directive s 

DoD Directives 5400.7 (Enclosure 7) and 5400.10 (Enclosure 8), 
which govern the policies and procedures of the DoD Freedom of 
Information Program, are attached for your guidance. Also attached 
is DoD Directive 5400.4 (Enclosure 5), which governs requests for 
information from the Congress. 
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Offices and Agencies Whose FOIA Requests are Staffed by OASD(PA) 



All Offices Which Are Part of OSD 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 
All Assistant Secretaries of Defense 
Office of General Counsel 
Defense Systems Management School 
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency- 
Defense Security Assistance Agency- 
Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences 
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Records Mar.a,>;crr.er.t Division 
Office of The Adjutant General 
Attn: DA AG -AMR 



Mr. Joe I'omrenze, 37330/30970 

Nr. A. Anderson — 31.347 

Denial: Mr. Prentiss Fennels, 50558 



Room GA076, 1'orrestal Bldg, Washing ton , D.C. 20314 
Documentation Information Services 



5TAVY: 



MARINE CORPS: 



UCAA: 



DIA: 



DIS: 



Policy and Procedure?:- 
Mr. Ratclifre, 756-2333 
General Tnfo: Mrs. Ward, 73467 
Denial: Mr. Thorr.a.3 ?-'?.lson, 59492 

Mr. Marvin Kinlcaid, 72311 
Mr. Donald Carr, 72312 



DMA: 



MSA: 



DC A: 



DMA : 



l;C?A: 



0SD(?A) 
DFOISS 



HQ USAF/DADF 
Room 4A-1088L, Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Naval Records Management Division 
0P-09B1 " 
Room 5E613, Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20350 

Division of Information (Code PA) 
HQMC, Room 1129 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Defense Contract Audit Agency 
Cameron Station 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Defense Intelligence Agency — DS4A . 
Room 0300 Arlington Hall Station 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Defense Investigative Service (D0020) 
ATTN: LTC Dale Hartig 
Room 2HQ63, Forrestal Building 
Washington, D.C. 20314 

Defense Supply Agency 
HO DSAH-XA 
Cameron Station 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Defense Mapping Agency 
Naval Observatory, Building 56 
34 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 2030. 

National Security Agency 
ATTN: D4 FOIA Office 
Fort George G. Meade, Md. 20755 

Defense Communications Agency 
Code 105 

Washington, D.C. 20305 

Defense Nuclear Agency 
Public Affairs Office 
Washington, D.C. 20305 

Defense Civil Preparedness Agency 
ATTN : ADM 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) 
Directorate for Freedom of Information and Security Review 
Room 2C757, Pentagon 

Washington, D.C. 20301 M:s. fiorsia Cook, 697-1160 



Major M. L. Hefti, 41492 
Mrs. Lee Taylor, 274-7235/7286 



Mr. Lou Foster, 25766 
Mr. H. Holzbauer, 25312/25935 
(3E268, Pentagon) 

31740 



Mr. Tomai, 274-6234 
Mr. Wimberly, 254-4431 

Mr. Kyle Miller, 683-6964 
John T. Whealen, 22009 
Major Wm. A. Knapp , 325-7095 



Mr. Walter A. Girstantas 
ID 4S7A, 53402 
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Action Assigned to 



COMPONENT/ACTION OFFICER 



Control No. 
Date 
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Respond NLT, 



Under Provisions of 

HOUR AND DATE 

The Freedom of Information Act (5 USC 552) and 
DoD Directive 5400.7 



READ & FOLLOW THESE SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Handle this material ns a package. Do not break it up or allow it to become separated 
from this cover. 

2 Read FOIA Information Sheet. If there is anything you do not fully understand or 
' need clarified, phone DIRECTORATE, FREEDOM OF INFORMATION STAFF 
OFFICER EXT . 

3. Do not place in Distribution Courier Service. Call for Pickup or Deliver Directly 
to Room 2C757. 



FOIA REQUEST INFORMATION SHEET 



SECTION I 



REQ. NO. 


NAME/FIRM 


STREET: 
CITY: 

STATE: ZIP: 

i i i 


REQ. STATUS 


DATE REC'D 


SUSPENSE DATE: 

EXT. DATE: REASON: 




ACTION OFFICE 


RECORD REQUESTED: " ~ 

1 


LOCATION 



FOI HISTORICAL DATA: 



REMARKS: (Can't On rvvtnt) 



SECTION II 



TO: OASD/PA 


DOCUMENT STATUS 








X DFOISR 


□ No Record 


O Granted 


□ Partial 


□ Denied 



RECORD ABSTRACT: (Con i on 



ACTION TAKEN/DISPOSITION: (Conton „„,w> 



FOIA EXEMPTION(s) 



• 


COORDINATION OFFICE 


INDIVIDUAL TEL. NO. 


CONCUR/NON-CONCUR 




















.ACTION OFFICER: {Nam*. ttlle and tignatun) 


OFFICE/ PHONE NO. 


APPROVAL/DENIAL AUTHORITY (Nam; titf end ilgnatum) 


DATE: 




SECTION III 


n6n-06MpUaNCE AUTHORITY: 


DFOISR ACTION OFFICER 


DATE INTERIM REPLY: 


ADP REVIEW: 


DATE FINAL REPLY: 


ADP UPDATE: 



SD Form 472, 1 Feb 76 



REMARKS (Con-t) 
) - 



RECORD ABSTRACT (Con-t) 



ACTION TAKEN/DISPOSITION (Con t) 



INSTRUCTIONS 



GENERAL. This sheet it used to record specific information on 
each Freedom of Information request processed under DOD 
Directive 5400.10. It serves the due] function of cresting per- 
manent administrative documentation, authority and control 
aa well as providing source data for an automated support sys- 
tem used to generate historical, management and report data. 
Therefore, entries must be concise but not to the point of 
loss In clarity. One original copy Is provided each action office 
who in turn completes Section II (see below) and returns it to 
DF01SR. 

SECTION 1. Completed by DFOISR per Internal instructions 
establishing control data and recording factual information. 

SECTION II. The Action Office (component) will complete the 
following blocks, as appropriate in Section II, based upon the 
dictates of each case and that which is involved in making a 
decision on the request. 

DOCUMENT STATUS; A mark in the appropriate block estab- 
lishes the record availabUilv to the public. 

RECORD ABSTRACT: This block should be used to amplify 
the record description used in the RECORD REQUESTED 
block (Section 1) by inserting exact or commonly used tltle(s), 
as well as a brief of what the record holds II the title does not 
adequately reflect the subject material. Emphasis in this regard 
should be placed on using "key words" that denote general 
reference or typical Index areas. These words will then be 
"searchable" by the computer to assist in future records actions. 

ACTION TAKEN /DISPOSITION; The primary use of this 
block should be devoted to declassification action and/or an 
unclassified description of the portion (an attachment, number 
of pages, etc.) of a document being withheld on a partial denial. 
(Classified comnvntn,'if required to clearly record rationale, 
will be placed on a separate memorandum to DFOISR.) Also, 



Include pertinent facta which have a bearing on the determina- 
tion reached and if applicable, a statement that reasonably seg- 
regate portions of the denied reeord(s) or parts of record(s) 
cannot be provided. 

FOIA EXEMPTION(S): When PARTIAL or DENIED is marked 
as a status, the exemption(s) under P.L. 9*602 must be cited. 
Enter Section 662(b) followed by the number, and where appli- 
cable, the tetter of the allowable exemption(s). In the case of 
Section 552(b)(3) add the specific statute description. 

COORDINATIONS: Reflect all parties which reviewed the Case 
in the course of arriving at or passing on the determination. At 
a minimum, include other components having correlary interest 
and the component's General Counsel representative on non- 
routine cases. 

ACTION OFFICER: Identification of the action officer allows 
direct contact on any subsequent matters arising from the com- 
ponent action. Please include office symbol and telephone number. 

APPROVAL/DENIAL AUTHORITY: The specifically appointed 
component approval/denial authority la encouraged to review 
action on all requests. His name and title will be entered in this 
block in all cases. The authority's signature, in addition to name 
and title, denotes personal review. Signature Is mandatory on 
requests being wholly or partially denied. Component approval/ 
denial authorities are Identified in the DOD's annual report to 
Congress and that report reflects all adverse actions on requests 
which Include instances when the component determines no 
record exists. 

DATE: The day action office evaluation, determination and 
review are completed. 

SECTION III. Completed by DFOISR per internal Instructions 
reflecting data to complete request and processing action. 



RECORD OF FOI CASE PROCESSING COSTS 



'CASs NO. 


| | Initial 


| | On Appaal 




date cuMHLtreo 






. INSTRUCTIONS: Complete this form to establish the direct search and copying charges associated with 
this request (Enclosure 2, DOD Directive 5400.7), and/or to establish the additional processing costs to 
the government reportable under RCS: DD-PA(Q&AH3fl5. Record the time in manhou'rs rounded to 
the hrmts indicated, of all actions taken in processing this request. Computer search requires exact 
reporting. Waiver of fees or denial action have no bearing on completing this cost record. 


CLERICAL HOURS (£-9 and below, GS-S and below) ** to nearest 15 mins 

; — — — _ . Sub-Totala -r„.,i u~.... 




Hritirlu ft at 1 ** 


Coit 




SEARCH 






















CLASS/REVIEW/EXCISING 












X 


$5.50 








CORRES & FORM PREP. 


















' OTHER ACTIVITY 






















(Minimum Fc* $2.7S> 

PROFESSIONAL HOURS to nearest 15 mins 






















Sub-Total i 




Total Houra 




Haurlw Rut* 


Co»t 




SEARCH 




















* 


CLASS/REVIEW/EXCISING 












X 


$11.00 








COORDIN. APPROVAL/DENIAL 




















OTHER ACTIVITY 
























(Minimum Fmt SS.SO) 

EXECUTIVE HOURS (0-7 and above, GS-16 and above)** to nearest 15 rains 
















Sub-Total* 


Total Hours 


Mourlw Riti 




Co »t 




CLASS REVIEW 














$19.00 








COORDIN. APPROVAL/ DENIAL 












X 









i 



COMPUTER SEARCH 



MACHINE HOURS 



(Dintet Coat* Only) 



Total Houn Hourly Rata 

1 i xrzz ] 



OFFICE COPY REPRODUCTION 





■No. 


Minimum Faa 




I PAGES REPRODUCED 






First 6 => $2.00 


3 MICROFICHE REPRODUCED 






First 1 = $5.00 


j PRINTED RECORDS 


No. 


Total P*o,*» 




i FORMS 










i PUBLICATIONS 








X 


REPORTS 








i - MICROFICHE 











X 


.05 


X 


.10 



.05 



.01 



.05 



.06 



$2.00 



•Collectable from requester. 
**The division of grades is not to be used for other report or manpower purposes. 
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NUMBER 5400.4 



ATSD(LA) 



SUBJECT 



Department of Defense Directive 

Provision of Information to Congress 



Refa: (a) DoD Directive 5122.5, "Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Public Affairs)," July 10, 1961 

(b) DoD Directive 5200. 1, "Safeguarding Official 

Information in the Interests of the Defense of 
the United States," July 10, 1968 

(c) DoD Directive 5400.7, "Availability to the Public 

of Department of Defense Information, " June 23, 
1967 

(d) DoD Directive 5015. 1, "Release and Authentication 

of Copies of Official Records," July 31, 1952 

(e) DoD Instruction 5210.47, "Security Classification of 

Official Information, ".December 31, 1964 

(f) DoD Directive 5500. 1, "Preparation and Processing 

of Legislation, Executive Orders, Proclamations 
and Reports, and Comments Thereon," May 21, 
1964 

(g) DoD Directive 5148.5, "Assistant to the Secretary of 

Defense (Legislative Affairs), ' November 13, 1961 

(h) DoD Directive 5025. 9, "Control and Protection of 'For 

Official Use Only 1 Information, " February 1, 1968 

(i) DoD Directive 5400.4, subject as above, December 24, 

1966 (hereby cancelled) 
(j) ASD(PA) Multi-Addressee Memorandum, "Security 
Review of Executive Session Congressional Testi- 
mony, " January 6, 1967 (hereby cancelled) 

I. REISSUANCE AND PURPOSE 

This Directive reissues reference (i) to incorporate provisions 
of reference (j) and update Department of Defense policies and 
procedures governing furnishing information, both classified 
and unclassified, to Congress. References (i) and (j) are 
hereby superseded and cancelled. 



n. APPLICABILITY AND Sr.opr 

A " I!r t ?n! 0 ' Dir6CtlVe aPI>ly to the Mili '«Y Depart- 
Ch "?; Agencie8 ' the 0'g«i*ation of the JoLt 

Chiefs of Staff, the Unified and Specified Commands, and the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (hereinafter referred to 
collectively as "DoD Components. •') l ° 

B. Its Provisions do not cover processing of legislation covered 
by DoD Directive 5500. 1 (reference (f», no ? matter. rLattn. 

Co m ntr P n WHiCh UndCr of the ASD 8 

(Comptroller), except as described in IV. B. 1 and V. C below 



III. POLICY. 



mil WaTr^ t0 Pr ° Per functionin 8 °* United States Govern- 
ment that Congress receive adequate information concerning all 
Government programs and operations. 

A. In accordance with the DoD policy of making maximum infor- 
mation concerning its operations and activities available to 
both Government officials and the public in general, all DoD 
Components will: 



1. make maximum information available promptly to and 
cooperate fully with Members of Congress and Congressional 
Committees and their staffs; and 

2. answer constituents' letters to Members of Congress as 
fully as possible, subject to the following limitations and 
provision of subsection IV. C. , below: 

a. classification of official information in the interests 

of national defense, pursuant to Executive Order 10501 
and the Atomic Energy Act. as amended (references (b) 
and (e)); and ' 

b. restrictions on official information which, in the best 
interests of the public a. a whole, should not be given 
general circulation (see DoD Directive 5400.7 and 
5015. 1 (references (c) and (d)). 

B. Information not avaUable to the public (see paragraph III A 2 
above) will be made available to Congress, in *- V' ' 
accordance with paragraph IV. B. 2. , below. 
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C. In no instance will information be furnished to Members of 
Congress regarding the identity or location of companies or 
persons receiving contract awards prior to public announce- 
ment of such information. 

FURNISHIN G INFORMATION TO CONCRESS 
A. General 



1. DoD personnel testifying as witnesses before Congressional 
Committees, or handling requests from Congress shall bear 
in mind the need to protect certain typeB of information from 
public disclosure (reference (b), (c), (d) and (e). 

a. If the testimony is to be submitted in writing, it should 
contain an over-all classification to designate the security 
protection necessary (reference (e)). 

b. If the testimony is to be given orally, the Congressional 
Committee concerned shall be advised, in advance, of 
the security classification and the need for protecting 
the sensitive portions from public disclosure. 

2. Procedures of Congressional Committees with respect to 
preparation and delivery of prepared statements shall be 
complied with to the maximum extent possible. When a 
written statement is used by a DoD witness the statement 
will be submitted to the Committee in advance of the 
appearance as provided for by the rules of that Committee. 

B. Security Procedures 

1. To insure military security, testimony concerning classi- 
fied information requiring security protection shall be 
given only in closed sessions. Transcripts of such testimony 
may be released for publication only after they have been re- 
viewed and cleared by the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Public Affairs) or his designee and approved for release by 
the Chairman of the Congressional Committee which held tbr. 
hearing. 

a. All such transcripts shall be reviewed for security, 
proof, read, and corrected by the witness prior to being 
forwarded to the OA SD( PA). 



b. Written etatement. prepared for formal presentation 
budget justification book B , and other material provided 
Congressional Committees which may be made a part 
of the published record of Congressional hearings 
also require review by OASD(PA). * 

C Supplementary, backup, and reference material pro- 
vided to the Committees, which will not be made a 
part of the published record, or prepared for use by 
witnesses in responding to Members' questions, will 
not normally be submitted for review. 

d. All DoD Components shall, on request, provide prompt 
and- full guidance and assistance to the OASD(PA) in 
the review of material related to their spheres of 
responsibility. 

e. Procedures for the security review of Congressional 
testimony are prescribed in enclosure 1. 

2. In the rare case where there is a question as to whether 
particular information may be furnished to a Member or 
Committee of Congress, even in confidence, it will 
normally be possible to satisfy the request through some 
alternate means acceptable to both the requester and 
the DoD. Ih the event that an alternate reply is not 
acceptable, no final refusal to furnish such information to 
a Member of Congress shall be made, except with the 
express approval of the Head of the DoD Component con- 
cerned, or of the Secretary of Defense. The Assistant 
to the Secretary of Defense (Legislative Affairs) shall 
be informed of any such submissions to the Head of a 
DoD Component or to the Secretary of Defense. A final 
refusal to a Committee of Congress may be made only 
with the concurrence of the Assistant to the Secretary 
of Defense (Legislative Affairs), who shall be responsible 
for insuring compliance with all procedural requirements 
imposed by the President or pursuant to his direction. 

C * .Information Requested for Conntitii»nt« Information re- 
quested by Members of Congress for their constituents shall 
be tested for limitations on dissemination (see paragraph 
IH. A. 2. , above) and handled in the same manner as if the 
constituent himself had written directly to the DoD; if it 
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develops that the information cannot be released the Member 
requesting the information shall be advised promptly of that 
iact and of the reasons for the determination. 

!>• Congressional Investigations 

1. The Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Legislative 
Affairs) has been assigned over-all responsibility 
(reference (g)) for assuring compliance with the policies 
and procedures governing legislative investigations of 
DoD activities, including liaison with Congress, and, - 

in connection therewith, keeping appropriate DoD personnel 
currently informed on the status of such investigations 
(except for those affecting budgets and appropriations, and 
related to financial matters). 

2. DoD Components shall furnish information copies of all 
direct written communications to and from Congress with 
respect to such investigations to the ATSD(LA). 

V. HANDLING OF CONGRESSIONAL REQUEST S 

A. General 



1. Replies to all Congressional inquiries and requests shall 
be completely responsive and handled as expeditiously as 
possible. Should it become evident that a response to a 
request will be unduly delayed an interim reply should be 
made. The interim reply will indicate the anticipated- 
date of completion and the steps being taken to obtain the 
information requested. 

2. TO facilitate prompt and adequate response to Congressional 
requests, it is preferred that the requests be written and 
specify in detail the particular information or documents 
desired. However, oral requests which are sufficiently 
specific to permit prompt and adequate response should 

be accepted. 

3. A Congressional request for correspondence between the 
Department of Defense and a Congressman shall be referred 
to the concerned member or Committee. 

B. Written Requests Addressed to the Secretary of Defense or 
Deputy Secretary of Defense . Complete replies to Congres- 
sional correspondence addressed to the Secretary of Defense 
or Deputy Secretary of Defense shall be provided within five 
(5) working days of their receipt whenever possible; those 
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of an urgent nature shall be answered more expeditiously, 
as appropriate. 

1. If the information requested is not readily accessible or 
of such volume or complexity as *o prohibit preparation 
of a complete reply within the five-day time limit, the 
requester shall be advised, via an immediate interim 
reply, of a date by which the information will be supplied. 

2. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Administration), or 
his designee fdr the purpose shall be provided with the 
estimated completion date and an adequate explanation of 
the delay. 

C. Public Releases. Replies to Congressional inquiries or re- 
quests or other transmittals which may result in release of 
information of significant public affairs implication will be 
coordinated in advance with OASD(PA) as required by DoD 
Directive 5122. 5 (reference (a)). 

VI. EFFECTIVE DATE AND IMPLEMENTATION 

This Directive is effective immediately. Two (2) copies of imple- 
menting documents shall be forwarded to the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Public Affairs) and Assistant to the Secretary of 
Defense (Legislative Affairs) within sixty (60) days. 




Enclosure - 1 

Procedures for Security Review 
of Congressional Testimony 
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PROCEDURES FOR 
SECURITY REVIEW OF CONGRESSIONAL TESTIMONY 

I. GENERAL 

The following uniform procedures supplement guidance outlined" 
in IV. B. of the basic Directive governing the review of prepared 
statements and budget justification material to be presented to 
Congressional Committees, transcripts of testimony given in 
executive session before such Committees, and supplemental 
information prepared for insertion in the hearing record. 

II. DEFINITIONS 

As used in this Directive, the following definitions apply: 

A - Prepared Statement . A statement, including supplemental 
material, prepared by a DoD witness for presentation to a 
Congressional Committee in open or executive session. 

B - Executive Session Testimony . Testimony taken in closed 
Congressional-hearings, transcripts of which may contain 
information requiring the protection of a security classifi- 
cation. 

C. Inserts. Amplifying and/or supplemental information pre- 
pared by DoD and intended for inclusion in the record of 
Congressional hearings. 

D - Budget Justification Books . Material prepared by DoD at 

the direction of and in the format prescribed by Congression- 
al Committees to explain and justify in detail the estimates 
contained in DoD budgets. This material includes: (I) justi- 
fication books for each appropriation title (Justification of 

Estimates for FY ); (2) Supporting Data for FY Budget 

Estimates - Exhibit P-l; (3) Supporting Data for FY 
Budget Estimates - Descriptive Summaries; (4) Supporting 

Data for FY_ Budget Estimates - Major Programs; (5) other 

material as prescribed for submission by Congressional Com- 
mittees prior to commencement of hearings. 
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III. PROCEDURES ■ ' 

Prepared Statements. Prepared statements will be aubmitted 
in quadruplicate to the Directorate for Security Review, 
OASD(PA), as far in advance of the required date of trans- 
mittal to a Congreaaional Committee aa poaaible, normally 
five (5) or more working daya prior to the date clearance ia 
desired. While there will be caaea in which this time limit 
cannot be met, exceptions must be limited to true emergen- 
cies. DD F orm 1790 (Attachment 1) will be uaed to forward 
atatementa for review. The form will be signed by an official 
authorized by the Secretaries of the military departments or 
the heads of OSD offices and Defense agencies to certify to 
the security and policy positions presented. 

Transcripts . Following testimony by DoD witneaaes before 
a Congreaaional Committee in executive aeaaion, the Com- 
mittee will normally provide appropriate DoD Component 
offices with a stenographic transcript of the testimony to 
permit (a) incorporation of necessary editorial corrections, 
(b) inaertion of requested additional information as inserts 
to the record, and (c) deletion of security information if open 
publication ia contemplated. Such transcripts are generally 
furnished to the. Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), 
the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Legislative Affairs), 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security 
Affairs) or the appropriate military department, depending 
on the Congressional Committee and the organizational affili- 
ation of the witness. Strict time limits are normally imposed 
for return of the transcripts. Expeditious handling of tran- 
acripta will be accomplished as follows: 

1. Monitoring 

a. The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller), the Office of the Asaiatant to the 
Secretary of Defense (Legislative Affairs), the Office 
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (International 
Security Affairs), or the office delegated this respons- 
ibility by the Secretary of a military department, as 
appropriate, will be responsible for monitoring the 
status of the transcript during the review proceas and 
insuring that suspense dates are met. 

b. The monitoring office will complete and attach 
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DD Form 1587 (Attachment 2) to the transcript, determine 
suspense dates (ailoting two- thirds of the available time 
for editing and preliminary security review and one-third 
for final action by the Directorate for Security Review) 
and forward the transcript to the parent office of the wi'tness 
for preliminary review. 

Editing 

a. Editing by witnesses will normally involve changes of 
language or punctuation designed to correct obvious mis- 
takes in facts or, numbers. 

b. Material to be deleted for editorial reasons will be lined 
out rather than bracketed. (Brackets are reserved for 
security deletions, see 3. , below). 

c. Editing will be entered legibly in ordinary black lead 
pencil. 

Security Review 

a. Information which warrants the protection of a security 

classification under the provisions of DoD Directive 
5200. 1 (reference (bj) will be marked for deletion by 
brackets^ ^with ordinary black lead pencil. 

b. Security deletions must be as specific as possible for 

example, classified numbers will be deleted rather than 
the sentence or paragraph in which they appear. 

c If an entire passage is considered to require deletion, 

the brackets will clearly indicate the extent of the deletion. 
Information marked for deletion from executive session 
transcripts must reflect a consistent and defensible security 
position. 

d. Bridging of deletions with substitute unclassified language 
is not necessary. 

Final Review and Clearan ce 



a. Immediately upon completion of editing and preliminary 
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security review, the monitoring office will insure that 
the transcript together with two copies of the related 
DD Form 1587 (Attachment 2) are forwarded to the 
Directorate for Security Review, Office of the Assistant 
^-.^ Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs), for final review 
— x. Sk and clearance. - _ 

b. The Directorate for Security Review will make final 

security determinations using red pencil markings and 
return the transcript to the submitting office for pro- 
cessing in accordance with the individual requirements 
• of the Committee concerned, including any required 
excision of classified material. Some Committees 
furnish two copies of a transcript, both of which must be 
returned to the Committees one a printer's copy 
excised of all classified material, the other a Committee 
file copy with the classified areas indicated with red 
pencil brackets. Completed transcripts will normally be 
returned to Committees through appropriate monitoring 
office b. 

^* Inserts. All information prepared for insertion as a part of 
the official record of open and executive session testimony will 
be given preliminary review as outlined in subsection III. B. 3. , 
above, and submitted to the Directorate for Security Review for 
final review. 



1. Whenever possible, inserts will be placed in executive 
session transcripts before submission to the Directorate for 
Security Review. 

2. When inserts are not submitted with transcripts, two (2) 
copies will be marked to indicate transcript page loca- 
tion and transmitted by DD Form 1790 (Attachment 1) 
certified as indicated in subsection A. , above. . 

3. Insert material will not be forwarded to a Congressional 
Committee without review by the Directorate for Security 
Review. 

4. Where required, excising of security material from inserts 
will be accomplished as prescribed for transcripts in 

subsection III. B. 4. b. , above prior to their delivery to ^"""N 
the Committee. 
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D * Budget Jus tification Books . Budget justification books pre- 
pared for submission to Congressional Committees will be 
submitted in duplicate to the Directorate for Security Review, 
OASD(PA), as far as possible in advance of the date clear- 
a . nCC U de8ired . but at least five (5) working days prior to 
- that.date^_Jnfprmation which warrants the protection of a 
security classification will be bracketed by ordinary black 
lead pencil as indicated in subsection B. 3. , above. DD 
Form 1790 (Attachment 1), certified as indicated in subsec- 
tion A. , above, will be used as a transmittal. 

E - Designatio n of "For Official Uae Only" Material . Under the 
provisions of paragraph III. C.3., DoD Directive 5025.9 
(reference (h)), the portions of material submitted for re- 
view which qualify for the marking "For Official Use Only" 
must be so designated and accompanied by an explanation 
of the rationale for such finding in accordance with Section 
VIII, "Exemptions, " of DoD Directive 5400. 7 (reference (c». 
Following review, the office transmitting such material to 
Congress will be responsible for providing the recipient 
with an appropriate explanation as to the significance of 
the term "For Official Use Only" as specified in DoD Dir- 
ective 5025.. 9 (reference (h)). 

Release of Information . Information presented in hearings 
may not be released to the public until released by the Con- 
gressional Committee or with permission of the Committee. 
The importance of maintaining the confidence of Congress in 
this regard cannot be overemphasized. 



Attachments - 2 

1. DD Form 1790 

2. DD Form 1587 
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1ST 



The attached document is forwarded for review in accordance with paragraph IV.B.l.b., DoD Directive S400.4. 

D WCttl PTiO WOF^O OC UMCHT (gn«„ wimm,, bvdi.t fuwi/tejljon frooA, In.mH.) „ p. t «,), ; c .) __________ 



PREPARED TESTIMONY REVIEW 



DIRECTOR, SECURITY REVIEW, 0ASD(PA) 



WITNESS 



COMMITTEE/SUeCOHIUTTCe 



MiAhim oa T « An6 subjeCt 



paoe count 1 '" — " ■ — — — - 

THIS DOCUMENT IS FCMI r_]cLAtSK»ISD □ UNCLASSIFIED PNBSEHT ATIOM f C»K.oA w IJo-M. (.,«> 
UPON COMPLETION NOTIFY (li,m., tfrncr «nd flmphon. nunWMfJ ' 



oi«_ct ' quPtTokI TO (Wmm, ajuicr aiW toJMflom nu_wrj 



MQUItT CLEARANCE NLT fD.J.j 



The attached material haa department/agency approval for the purpose specified. Any portions requiring security pro- 
tection have bam appropriately designated. 



ATTACHMENT 
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CONGRESSIONAL TRANSCRIPT REVIEW 



The Attached Iran script of testimony la forwarded for editorial and security review. 

To meet commute* requirement «„d allow Uw lot final by fee Directorate for Security K»vle«. OASD (I-/.). f 

action taual be completed aa indicated. Each element in tbe review procea. auiat viva cooperative consideration to >l, a tf m .. j, 
requirement* of all elements in meeting due out date*. 

» 



1. NAME ORCOMCBeMIONAL COMMITTie 



2. DATE OF HEARIMQ 



». bA-rt! AevroiraTisrj, eTouiny: 

a. Of r ic (/tJlillcv 
fc. 0»»DI» AIOSK 



MONITORING OFFICE 



a. ORGANIZATION 



b. SulLOINC AMD ROOM NUMBER 



TtLtFHONt NUU^ttil 



I. SECURITY 

A. GENERAL - Review must be accomplished by 
officials competent to judge the security aspects of the 
SLhjects involved and to piovide a consistent and defens- 
ible security position. 

B. MARKING 

1. Use black lead pencil. 

2. Inclose with brackets Q 3 information to be 

deleted. 

3. Make deletions as limited as possible, con- 
sidering whether the total context may contain clues to 
the information deleted. 



II. EDITORIAL 

A. GENERAL. Edit to Conor:! 
inaccuracies. 

B. MARKING 

1. Use black iead pencil. 

2. Line through till woids or h^umr, . -,t ..vim', 
substitute language ot figures fire .».:itoiotI. fK> not t : 
brackets. 

3. Print or write ell entries lefiirly. 

4. Use staaduid proofreaders n<.'irkiny..';. 
5; Do not change statements by cominiiu. 

member*. Note inaccuracies in the uMifiiii. 



TOt Director 

Security Review, OASD (PA) 



FORWACrttfMG CERTIFICATE 



Portions of the attached transcript which require delation Ik the Interest* of national daUaniv hefum pud 
lication have been bracketed. This action represent* the considered jTnipaant of this office ttut thu In!. •.t..,iti^t 
ao narked warrants the protection of secutiiy cUsalflcatlon. 
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«n>C» OO FORM ise>. I JAN ST. WHICH I* OMOLt l I. 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTIVES SYSTEM TRANSMITTAL 



5400. 4 - Ch 1 


n«n 

| May 17, 1972 


5400 series 


»'?»cimc«T» - fages J and 4 to ' 


3oD Directive 540074 ~ 



iMTRUcriMi rot ncinrxn 



The following page changes to OoD Directive 5400. 4, "Provision of 
Information to Congress, " dated February 20, 1971, have been authorised: 

PAGE CHANGES 

Remove: Pages 3 and 4 

Insert: Attached replacement pages 

Amendments appear on page 4 and are indicated by marginal asterisks. 

EFFECTIVE DATE AND IMPLEMENTATION 

The above change is effective immediately. Two copies of Implementing 
instructions shall be forwarded to Assistant to the Secretary of Defense 
(Legislative Affairs) within 30 days. 



MAURICE W. ROCHE 
Director, Correspondence and Directives Division 
OA8D(Administration) 



man PWKscKrarp action hai deem takes, tho teak—tit al should oe filed stth the basc doctmptt 

SD I DJTm 106—1 MttlOM COITIONS AM MS01CTI 



W> 20. 71 
5*»00. U 



C. In no instance will information be furnished to Member* of 
Congress regarding the identity or location of companies or 
persons receiving contract awards prior to public announce- 
ment of such information. 

FURNISHING INFORMATION TO CONGRESS 

A. General 

1. DoD personnel testifying as witnesses before Congressional 
Committees, or handling requests from Congress shall bear 
in mind the need to protect certain types of information from 
public disclosure (reference (b), (c), (d) and (e). 

a. If the testimony is to be submitted in writing, it should 
contain an over -all classification to designate the security 
protection necessary (reference (e)). 

b. If the testimony is to be given orally, the Congressional 
Committee concerned shall be advised, in advance, of 
the security classification and the need for protecting 
the sensitive portions from public disclosure. 

2. Procedures of Congressional Committees with respect to 
preparation and delivery of prepared statements shall be 
complied with to the maximum extent possible. When a 
written statement is used by a DoD witness the statement 
will be submitted to the Committee in advance of the 
appearance as provided for by the rules of that Committee. 

B. Security Procedures 

1. To insure military security, testimony concerning classi- 
fied information requiring security protection shall be 
given only in closed sessions. Transcripts of such testimony 
may be released for publication only after they have been re- 
viewed and cleared by the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Public Affairs) or his designee and approved for release by 
the Chairman of the Congressional Committee which held the 
hearing. 

i 

a. All such transcripts shall be reviewed for security, 
proof read, and corrected by the witness prior to being 
forwarded to the OASD(PA). 
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b. Written statements prepared for formal presentation, budget 
justification books, and other material provided Congres- 
sional Committees which may be made a part of the published 
record of Congressional hearings, also require review bv 
OASD(PA). Y 

c. Supplementary, backup, and reference material provided 
to the Committees, which will not be made a part of the 
published record, or prepared for use by witnesses in 
responding to Members' questions, will not normally be 
submitted for review. 

d. All DoD Components shall, on request, provide prompt and 
full guidance and assistance to the OASD(PA) in the review 
of material related to their spheres of responsibility. 

e. Procedures for the security review of Congressional testi- 
mony are prescribed in enclosure 1. 

2. In the rare case where there is a question as to whether particu- 
lar information may be furnished to a Member or Committee of 
Congress, even in confidence, it will normally be possible to 
satisfy the request through some alternate means acceptable 
to both the requester and the DoD. 

a. In the event that an alternate reply is not acceptable, no 
final refusal to furnish such information to a Member of 
Congress shall be made, except with the express approval 
of the Head of the DoD Component concerned, or of the 
Secretary of Defense. The Assistant to the Secretary of 
Defense (Legislative Affairs) shall be informed of any such 
submissions to the Head of a DoD Component or to the Secretary 
of Defense. 

* b. In the event an alternative means of supplying information re- ♦ 

* quested by a Committee of Congress proves unsatisfactory, • 

* final refusal to provide the information to the Committee may • 

* be made only bv the President of the United States. The Assis- * 
tant to the Secretary of Defense (Legislative Affairs) shall be 
responsible for insuring compliance with ail procedural re- 
quirements imposed by the President or pursuant to his direc- 
tion. 

C * Informatio n Requested for Constituents . Information requested by mem- 
bers of Congress for their constituents shall be tested for limitations on 
dissemination (see paragraph III. A. 2. , above) and handled in the same 
manner as if the constituent himself had written directly to the DoD; if it 

iVi rat amendment (Ch 1, 5/17/72) 4 




Department of Defense Directive 



February Ik, 1975 
NUMBER 5400. 7 



GC, DoD 



SUbJECT 



Availability to the Public of Department of 
Defense Information 



Refa.: (a) 5U.S.C, 552, as amended by P. L. 93-502 

(b) See Enclosure 1 for references (b) through (t) 

I. PURPOSE 

This Directive: 

A. Implements the Freedom of Information Act 
(reference (a)) by describing: 

1 The kinds of records that must be made available 
to the public and the procedures which shall be 
used in making them available by providing an 
opportunity to inspect and copy them at convenient 
locations, with current indices (Enclosure 3), and • 
by providing copies. 

2. The kinds of records which need not be made 
available to the public. 

B. Prescribes uniform policy for the identification and 
marking of records which need not be made public 
through the use of the term "FOR OFFICIAL USE 
ONLY" (FOUO). This designation will be used to 
identify records not to be released to the public for 
reasons other than security classification under 
reference (c) or under references (h), (n), or (p); 
and the procedures for release and authentication 
or certification of official records requested by 
other governmental bodies, whether executive, 
legislative, judicial, or regulatory, in making 
official determinations (Enclosure 8). 



C. Provides procedures for review of denials of requests 
for records to preclude unnecessary or unauthorized 
withholding, and for responding to court actions taken 
to compel release of records. 

n. CANCELLATION 

References (f) and <r), {Enclosure 1), are hereby canceled. 

HI. APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE 

This Directive applies to the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(including the organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff), the 
military departments, and all other Department of Defense 
agencies, each hereinafter referred to singularly as a com- 
ponent and collectively as components, and governs all records 
of the Department of Defense. It providea specifically for 
making records available to the general public when requested 
under reference (a). Requests from members of Congress are 
governed by reference (d), from the General Accounting Office 
by reference (e), and from other agencies and the courts by 
Enclosure 8, in lieu of reference (f). Receipt of service of 
process is determined by reference (g). National Security 
Agency official records and information are exempt from the 
provisions of this Directive in accordance with reference (h). 

IV. POLICY 

A. It is the policy of the Department of Defense to make 
available to the public the maximum amount of informa- 
tion concerning its operations and activities. Exceptions' 
to the general requirement for disclosure shall be made 
in accordance with' the exemptions set forth in Section VI 
and the release procedures prescribed in Enclosure 5 to 
this Directive. 

B. A record exempt from public disclosure under the : 
exemptions set forth in Section VI should, nevertheless, 
be made available to the public when its disclosure is 
not inconsistent with statutory requirements (see 
Section VI. C. 3), with security classification requirement 
(reference (c)), or with other requirements of law, and, ' 
when a component official charged with this responsibility 
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determines that no significant and legitimate governmental 
purpose would be served by withholding the record. A 
determination of whether a significant and legitimate 
governmental purpose is served by withholding a record 
under the provisions of Section VI is within the discretion 
of the responsible officials within the component* as 
designated in accordance with Section VH. 

C. A record may be withheld from the public only as 

authorized by ]the Freedom of Information Act (reference (a)), 
this Directive, and other implementing regulations issued 
pursuant to this Directive. The possibility that release of 
a record may cause embarrassment by suggesting adminis- 
trative error or inefficiency may not be considered in 
determining whether it should be released (reference (i)). 

V. AVAILABILITY OF RECORDS 

A. Subject to the exemptions set forth in Section VI and the 
procedural requirements of Enclosure 5, a record of a 
component shall be made available in response to a request 
from any person under the authority of reference (a). Other 
requests for information, including some kinds of records, 
may be answered promptly in accordance with other estab- 
lished procedures and requirements available to requesters 
in particular categories (e.g. , component personnel seeking 
access to their personal records), but a request identified 
as being made pursuant to reference (a), even by requesters 
in these particular categories, shall be processed in 
accordance with this Directive. Records which are published 
in th « Federal Register in accordance with reference (k) or 
made available for inspection and copying in a library, reading 
room, or other facility (Enclosure 3) should, where practicable, 
also be copied and forwarded by the component to those who 
request copies. Requesters may, however, be directed to 

an established source from which members of the public may 
obtain the record sought (e. g. , the Government Printing 
Office). 

B. In determining whether documentary material qualifies as 
a "record" consideration should be given to reference (1) 
which defines the word "records" for records disposal 
purposes as follows: 
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"Records incl i-« all books, papers, maps, 
photographs, or other documentary materials, 
regardless of physical form or characteristics, 
made or received by any agency of the United 
States Government under Federal law or in 
connection with the transaction of public 
business and preserved or appropriate for 
preservation by that agency or its legitimate 
successor as evidence of the organization, 
functions, policies, decisions, procedures, 
operations, or other activities of the Govern- 
ment or because of the informational value of 
du.a in them. Library and museum material 
made or acquired and preserved solely for 
reference- or exhibition purposes, extra copies 
of documents preserved only for convenience 
of reference, and stocks of publications and 
of processed documents are not included. " 

1. Records are not limited to permanent or historical 
documents but include current documents as well. 

2. The term "records" does not include objects or 
articles such as structures, furniture, paintings, 
sculpture, three-dimensional models, vehicles, 
equipment, etc. , whatever their historical value 
or value as "evidence. " 

The items listed in Section V. B. that are maintained 
in computers, as well as audiovisual documentary 
material, are not excluded 'from the provisions of 
this Directive. 

Formulae, designs, drawings, research data, 
computer programs, technical data packages, and 
so forth, are not considered "records" within the 
Congressional intent of reference (a). Because of 
development costs, utilization, or value, these 
items are considered exploitable resources to be 
utilized in the best interest of al^the public and not 
preserved for informational value nor as evidence of 
agency functions. Requests for copies of such material 
shall be evaluated in accordance with policies expressly 
directed to the appropriate dissemination or use of 
4 



Feb Ik, 75 
5^00.7 



these resources. Requests to inspect this material 
to determine its content for informational purposes 
shall normally be granted, unless inspection is 
inconsistent with the obligation to protect the property 
value of the material, as, for example, may be true 
for certain formulae, or is inconsistent with another 
significant and legitimate governmental purpose. 

C. A request for a record will be granted if: 

1. The requester; reasonably describes in writing the 
record sought. This requires sufficient particularity 
in the description to enable the component to locate 
the requested .record with reasonable effort. The 
component may require the requester to complete a 
form to facilitate efforts to locate a record not otherwise 
reasonably described. 

2. The requester is willing and able to pay the cost 
associated with searching for and duplicating the 
record sought, as determined by Enclosure 2. Costs 
attributable to determining the applicability of an 
exemption under Section VI or whether a significant 
and legitimate governmental purpose would be served 
by withholding the record shall not be included in the 
computation of costs chargeable to the requester. 
Charges shall be waived in whole or part in accordance 
with Enclosure 2 when it is determined by a component 
that release of a requested record primarily benefits 

the general public and is, therefore, in the public interest. 

3. The requester complies with reasonable requirements 
set forth in the regulations of each component regarding 
the time, place, and procedure for obtaining a copy of 
the record. 

D. A record must exist at the time of the request to be con- 
sidered subject to this Directive. A record that is maintained 
by computer normally is deemed to exist for this purpose only 
if retrievable in approximately the form requested without 
substantial reprog ramming. There is no obligation to "create" 
or compile a record for the purpose of satisfying a request for 
information. When the information requested exists in the 
form of several records at several locations the applicant 

I ! 
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should be referred to these sources if gathering the 
information would be burdensome. 

E. When the record requested was originated by another 
agency or component, the request normally shall be 
referred promptly and directly to that agency or com- 
ponent for disposition, and the requester shall be 
notified of that referral. 

1 . Coordination prior to transfer of a request for a 
record is recommended to insure that there is no 
valid basis for an exception to this normal pro- 
cedure. 

2. The component which receives the request for a 
record originated by another component or agency 
may respond directly to that request pursuant to 
an agreement with the originator.' 

3. Requests referred from other components or 
agencies for the records of a component shall be 
answered in accordance with the time limits 
applicable to direct requests from the public, and 
begin to run upon receipt of the referral. 

F. The originating component shall, whenever feasible, 
consult with other agencies or components having a 
significant interest in the content of a requested record 
before determining whether to make it available to the 
requester. 

G. Each component shall avoid creating artificial procedural 
. obstacles when internal Department of Defense organisa- 
tional questions arise, particularly where reorganisation 
or transfer of functions contributes to an improperly 
directed request. Defense Department personnel shall 
make reasonable .efforts to assist private persons in 
directing requests for information to the appropriate 
authorities. 

1. This assistance shall include advice to the public in 
framing requests, either in regulations implementing 
this Directive or on a case-by-case basis, so as to 
minimise the burden on the public and on the component. 
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When literal compliance with a request for a 
determinable category of voluminous records 
would be impracticable within any reasonable 
time, the component should advise the requester 
of the need to describe more reasonably and 
particularly the scope or nature of the request. 
Orderly procedures shall be established to 
facilitate a determination by the requester of 
the records of particular interest. Screening 
records (i. e. , locating the requested records 
by searching and examining a large group of 
records among which the requested record is 
located) and transporting records for screening 
purposes may constitute a search cost payable by 
the requester, , in advance, along with costs of 
duplication in accordance with Enclosure 2, 

2. Exempt portions of a record should be deleted by 

a component and the remaining reasonably segregable 
portions of the record released to the requester when 
the meaning of these portions is not distorted and it 
can be reasonably assumed that a skillful and 
knowledgeable person could not reconstruct the 
exempt information. A system of designating exempt 
portions at the time a record is originated provides 
a basis for reasonable segregation, although the 
continuing validity of the exemption must be 
reevaluated in response to the request. Paragraph 
marking of information which is required by 
reference (c) is 'an example of such a system and 
a paragraph so marked may be considered to be a 
reasonably segregated portion of a record. Reevaluation 
of the continuing validity of an exemption may be accom- 
plished on the basis of such segregable portions of a 
record rather than on the basis of individual sentences, 
phrases and words. 

VI. EXEMPTIONS 

A. Records which otherwise would have to be published or made 
available in the Federal Register (reference (k)). in a library 
or reading room (Enclosure 3), or in response to a request 
for a record under Section V may be withheld from public 
disclosure if they come within a specific exemption. 
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Deletion or modification in this section of provisions 
contained in the earlier version of this Directive 
(reference (r)) is not necessarily indicative of any 
change in policy or position regarding the applicability 
of any exemption. An exempted record or reasonably 
segregable portion of a record, however, should be 
made available upon the request of any member of the 
public when, in the judgment of the releasing component 
or higher authority, no significant and legitimate govern- 
mental purpose would be served by withholding it under 
an applicable exemption. Consistency with. a statutory 
requirement (e.g., reference (m)), reference (c)), or 
other requirement of law constitutes a significant and 
legitimate governmental purpose. 

The following types of records may be withheld in whole 
or part from public disclosure unless otherwise prescribed 
by law: 

1. Those properly and currently classified in the interest 
of national defense or foreign policy, as specifically 
authorized under the criteria established by Executive 
Order and implemented by regulations, such as 
reference (c). 

2. Those containing rules, regulations, orders, manuals, 
directives, and instructions relating to the internal 
personnel rules or to the internal practices of a com- 
ponent if their release to the public would substantially 
hinder the effective performance of a significant function 
of the Department of Defense. Examples include: 

a. Operating rules, guidelines and manuals for 
Department of Defense investigators, inspectors, 
auditors, or examiners. 

b. Certain schedules or methods of operation which 
would reveal: 

(1) Negotiating and bargaining techniques. 

(2) Bargaining limitations and positions. 

(3) Inspection schedules and methods. 



8 



Feb lk, 75 
5^00.7 



(4) Audit schedules and methods. 

c. Personnel and other administrative matters 

such as examination questions and answers used 
in training courses or in the determination of the 
qualifications of candidates for employment, 
entrance to duty, advancement, or promotion. 

3. Those containing information which statutes authorize 
or require be withheld from the public. The authori- 
zation or requirement may be found in the terms of 
the statute itself or in Executive Orders or regulations 
authorized by, or in implementation of, a statute. 
Examples include: 

a. Reference (m) - For trade, technical, and 
financial information provided in confidence by 
businesses. 

b. Reference (h) - National Security Agency informa- 
tion. 

c. Reference (n) - Any records containing information 
relating to inventions which are the subject of 
patent applications on which Patent Secrecy Orders 
have been issued. 

d. Reference (p) - Restricted Data and Formerly 
Restricted Data. 

4. Those containing trade secrets or commercial or 

financial information which a component receives 
from a person, with the understanding that it will be 
retained on a privileged or confidential basis in 
accordance with customary handling of such records. 
Such records are those the disclosure of which would 
cause substantial harm to the competitive position 
of the person providing the information; impair the 
Government's ability to obtain necessary information 
in the future; or impair some other legitimate govern- 
mental interest. Examples include records which 
contain: 
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a. Commercial or financial information received 
in confidence 'a collection with loans, bids, 
contracts, or proposals, as well as other infor- 
mation received in confidence or privileged, 
such as trade secrets, inventions and discoveries, 
or other proprietary data. 

b. Statistic; 1 data and commercial or financial 
information concerning contract performance, 
income, profits, losses and expenditures, if 
offered and received in confidence from a con- 
tractor or potential contractor. 

c. Information customarily considered privileged 
or confidential under the rules of evidence in the 
Federal courts, such as information coming 
within the doctor-patient, lawyer -client, and 
priest- penitent privileges. 

d. Personal statements given in the course of 
inspections,- investigations, or audits, where 
such statements are received in confidence from 
the individual and retained in confidence because 
they cover trade secrets or commercial or 
financial information normally considered confi- 
dential or privileged or because they are essential 
to an effective inspection, investigation, or audit. 

e. Data provided in confidence by private employers 
in connection with locality wage surveys which are 
used to fix and Adjust pay schedules applicable to 
prevailing rate employees within the Department 
of Defense 

Except as provided in subsections (b) through (e) below 
internal communications within and among agencies 
(as defined in reference (j)) and components. 

a. Examples include: 

(1) Staff papers containing staff advice, opinions, 
or suggestions. 

(2) Information received or generated by a com- 
ponent preliminary to a decision or action, 
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including draft versions of documents, where 
premature disclosure would interfere with the 
orderly conduct of government. (Preliminary 
or draft documents received from other govern- 
mental organizations are not Department of 
Defense records and may not be released by 
component without the agreement of the organi- 
sation. ) 

(3) Advice, suggestions, or reports prepared on 
behalf of the Department of Defense by boards, 
committees, councils, groups, panels, 
conferences, commissions, task forces, or 
other similar groups that are formed by a 
component to obtain advice and recommenda- 
tions, or by individual consultants. 

0 

(4) Those portions of component evaluations of 
contractors and their products which contain 
recommendations or advice by government 
employees about the contractor or product. 

(5) Advance information on such matters as 
proposed plans to procure, lease, or otherwise 
acquire and dispose of materials, real estate, 
facilities, or functions when such information 
would provide undue or unfair competitive 
advantage to private personal interests. 

(6) Records which are/ exchanged among agency , 
personnel or within and among components 
or agencies preparing for anticipated legal 
proceedings before any Federal, .State, or 
military court or before any regulatory body. 

(7) Reports of inspections, audits, investigations 
or surveys which pertain to safety, security, 
or the internal management* administration, 
or operation of the Department of Defense or 
one of its components. 

b. If any such intra- or inter-agency record, or 
reasonably segregable portion of such record 
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would routinely be made available through the 
discovery process in the course of litigation 
with the agency (i. e. , the process by which 
litigants obtain information from each other 
that is relevant to the issues in a trial or 
hearing), then it should not be withheld from 
the general public. If, however, the informa- 
tion would only be made available through the 
discovery process by special order of the court 
based on the particular needs of a litigant 
balanced against the interests of the agency in 
maintaining its confidentiality, then the record 
or document should not be made available to a 
member of the general public. 

c. Intra- or inter-agency memorandums or letters 
which are factual, or those reasonably segregable 
portions which are factual, are' routinely made 
available through discovery, and should, 
therefore, be made available to a requester 
unless the factual material is otherwise exempt 
from release under Section VI. B. 

d. A direction or order from a superior to a sub- 
ordinate, though contained in an internal 
communication, generally cannot be withheld 
from a requester if it constitutes policy guidance 
or a decision, as distinguished from a discussion 
of preliminary matters that would compromise 
the decision- making process. 

e. An internal communication concerning a decision 
which subsequently has been made a matter of 
public record should normally be made available 
to a requester when it furnishes the best support, 
explanation, or rationale for the decision. 

Information in personnel and medical files, as well as 
information in similar files, that, if disclosed to a 
member of the public, would result in a clearly 
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. 
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a. Examples of files similar to personnel and 
medical files include: 

(1) Those compiled to evaluate or adjudicate 
the suitability of candidates for civilian 
employment and the eligibility of individuals, 
civilian, military or industrial, for security 
clearances, or for access to particularly 
sensitive classified information. 

(2) Files containing reports, records, and other 
material pertaining to personnel matters in 
which administrative action, including 
disciplinary action, may be taken. 

b. In determining whether the release of information 
would result in a "clearly unwarranted invasion of 
personal privacy, " consideration should be given 
to the stated or assumed purpose of the request. 
When determining whether a release is "clearly , 
unwarranted, " the public interest in satisfying this 
purpose must be balanced against the sensitivity 
of the privacy interest being threatened. 

c. When the only basis for withholding information is 
protection of the personal privacy of an individual 
who is the subject of the record, the information 
should not be withheld from him or from his 
designated legal representative. A clearly 
unwarranted invasion of ftie privacy of others 
appearing in that record may, however, constitute 
a basis for deleting reasonably segregable portions 
of the record even when providing it to the subject 
of the record. 

d. An individual's personnel, medical, or similar file 
may be withheld from him or from his designated 
legal representative only to the extent consistent with 
reference (o) after its effective date of September 27, 
1975. 

Those investigatiye records compiled for the purpose of 
enforcing civil, criminal, or military law, including 
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the implementation of Executive Orders, or regula- 
tions validly adopted pursuant to law, 

a. But only to the extent that their release would: 

(1) interfere with enforcement proceedings; 

<2) deprive a person of the right to a fair trial 
or an impartial adjudication; 

(3) constitute an unwarranted invasion of 
personal privacy; 

(4) disclose the identity of a confidential source; 

(5) disclose confidential information furnished 
only from a confidential source obtained by 
a criminal law enforcement authority in a 
criminal investigation or by' an agency con- 
ducting a lawful national security intelligence 
investigation; 

(6) disclose investigative techniques and pro- 
cedures not already in the public domain and 
requiring protection against public disclosure 
to insure their effectiveness; 

(7) endanger the life or physical safety of law 
enforcement personnel, 

b. Examples include: 

(1) Statements of witnesses and other material 
developed during the course of the investiga- 
tion and all materials prepared in connection 
with related government litigation or adjudica- 
tive proceedings. 

(2) The identity of firms or individuals suspended 
from contracting with the Department of 
Defense or being investigated for alleged 
irregularities when no indictment has been 
obtained nor any civil action filed against 
them by the United States. 
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(3) Information obtaia«a in confidence, express 
or implied, in the course of: (a) a criminal 
investigation by a criminal law enforcement 
agency or office within a component; or (b) a 
lawful national security intelligence investiga- 
tion conducted by an authorized agency or 
office within a component for the purpose of 
obtaining: 1. affirmative or counter- 
intelligence information, or 2. background 
investigation information needed to determine 
suitability for employment or eligibility for 
access to classified information. 



c. The right of individual litigants to investigative 
records currently available by law is not 
diminished. 

d. When the subject of an investigative record is the 
requester of that record, it may be withheld after 
September 27, 1975, only in accordance with 
regulations implementing reference (o). After 
September 27, 1975, the effective date of reference 
(o), the identity of the source of information obtained 
in confidence may be withheld in accordance with an 
implied or express promise of confidentiality given 
prior to that date and in accordance with an express 
promise of confidentiality after that date. Information 
from which the confidential source can be deduced 
may also be withheld. 

/ * 

s 

8. Those contained in or related to examination, operating, 
or condition -reports prepared by, on behalf of, or for 
the use of any agency responsible for the regulation or 
. supervision of financial institutions . 

.9. Those containing geological and geophysical information 
and data (including maps) concerning wells. 

VXL RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. The head of each component shall be responsible for: 

1. Establishing procedures governing actions on initial 

and appealed 'requests for records under this Directive. 
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2. Establishing procedures in accordance with reference 
(c) to insure that all holders of copies of records 
classified by the component are notified when review 
has resulted in their declassification. 

3. Issuing implementing regulations that clearly identify 
those officials re sponsible for responding to requests 
under this Directive for records which are under the 
jurisdiction of the component. 

4. Insuring cooperation with the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Public Affairs) (ASD(FA)) in fulfilling his 
responsibilities for monitoring the implementation of 
this Directive. 

5. Designating an office or official as the principal 
point of contact and coordination with the ASD(FA). 

6. Advising the ASD(PA) of cases of public interest, 
particularly those on appeal, when the issues raised 
are unusual, precedent setting, matters of disagree- 
ment among components, of concern to other agencies 
outside the Department of Defense, or otherwise 
requiring special attention or guidance. 

7. Advising the ASD(PA) concurrent with the denial of 
a request or an appeal when circumstances suggest 
a news media interest. 

8. Preparing and submitting reports in accordance with 
Enclosure 7. 

9. Establishing, in coordination with the ASD(PA), programs 
of instruction on the provisions and requirements of this 
Directive for officials and employees who contribute to 
the component* 8 implementation of the Freedom of 
Information Act. 

10. Responding to the corrective action recommended by 
the Civil Service Commission for arbitrary or 
capricious withholding of record* requested pursuant 
to reference (a) by officers or employees of the com- 
ponent. 
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The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) shall: 

1. Direct and administer the Department of Defense 
Freedom of Information Program through a Deputy 
Assistant Secretary and a Directorate for Freedom 
of Information, which are hereby designated and 
established in accordance with reference (s). 

2. Accomplish program overview, in cooperation with 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) and 
the General Counsel, to insure coordinated guidance 
to components and to provide the means of assessing 
the overall conduct of the Department's Freedom of 
Information Program. 

3. Provide Department- wide policy guidance to com- 
ponents as pertains to the overall conduct of the 
Department's Freedom of Information Program. 

4. Act upon information provided by components as 
specified in Section VII. A. 6. 

5. Direct surveys and studies to facilitate implementa- 
tion of this Directive and activities related to the 
Freedom of Information Program. 

6. Develop a block of instructions on the provisions 
and requirements of this Directive and reference (a) 
for inclusion in the curriculum of the Defense 
Information School. 

7. Evaluate the Freedom of Information education 
programs of components. 

8. Confer with the head of a component on the 
desirability of reconsidering a final decision to 
deny a record when that decision becomes a matter 
of special concern because it involves an issue of 
great public interest or DoD-wide consequence. 

9. Forward a composite annual report to Congress in 
accordance with Enclosure 7. 
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10. Modify or supplement, with the concurrence on the 
General Counsel and the ASO(C), any of the enclosures 
to this Directive in a manner consistent with the 
policies set forth in this Directive after such coordi- 
nation with the military departments and Defense 
agencies as may be appropriate. 

11. Prepare implementing provisions for the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, including the organisation 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

C. The General Counsel of the Department of Defense shall 
insure uniformity in the legal position and interpretation 
of this Directive by all DoD components and coordination 
with the Department of Justice, as necessary, on all 
final denials of requests for records under this Directive 
that are likely to lead to litigation. 

Vm. IMPLEMENTATION 

A. Each component of the Department of Defense shall issue 
and publish in the Federal Register regulations to imple- 
ment reference (a), unless subject to the implementing 
regulations of another component. The implementing 
regulations of Defense agencies may incorporate this 
Directive by reference as their substantive requirements, 
and limit their separate publications to a description of 
component responsibilities and procedures. Processing 
of requests for the records of Headquarters of Unified, 
Specified and Subordinate Unified Commands shall be 
processed under the administrative directives of the 
military departments indicated in reference (t). Any 
substantive inconsistencies between this Directive and 
component regulations shall be reconciled within ninety 
days of the effective date of this Directive. 

1. By mutual agreement, facilities for the examination 
and copying of documents and records may be shared 
by more than one component if the public is not unduly 
inconvenienced by such an arrangement. 

I. When the provisions of this Directive, related DoD 
issuances, or component regulations do not provide 
guidance adequate to insure consistency among the 



18 



fet Ik, 75 
5^00.7 



components in determining the disposition of requests 
for particular types of records, the matter shall be 
brought to the attention of the ASD(PA) with a request 
for supplementary guidance. Consistency does not 
preclude the ad hoc release of an individual record 
generally considered exempt from disclosure, when 
no significant or legitimate governmental purpose 
would be served by withholding it. 

B. Two copies of implementing regulations shall be submitted 
to the General Counsel of the Department of Defense no 
later than March 1, 1975. 

DC. EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Directive is effective February 19, 1975. Public comments 
and recommendations received on or before April 18, 1975, 
however, will be considered in determining the need for modifi- 
cation of the Directive, in conjunction with the reconciliation 
between component regulations and the Din 

H" 

Deputy Secretary of Defense 




Enclosures - 8 

1. References 

2. Uniform Agency Fees for 
Search and Duplication Under 
the Freedom of Information 
Act Amendments, P. L. 93-502 

3. Inspection and Copying of Opinions 
Orders and Manuals 

4. Identification and Marking "FOR 
OFFICIAL USE ONLY" 

5. Release Procedures 

6. Judicial Action 

7. Reporting Requirement 

8. Release and Authentication of 

Copies of Official Records 
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(k) DoD Directive 5400.9, "Publication of Proposed and Adopted 
Regulations Affecting the Public, 11 December 23, 1974 

(1) Act of July 7, 1943, ch. 192, sec. 1(44 U.S. C. 3301) 
(Records Disposal) 

(m) 18 U. S. C. 1905 (Confidential Trade Information) 

(n) 35 U.S. C. 181-188 (Patent Secrecy) 

(o) 5 U.S.C. 552a (The Privacy Act of 1974 - Effective on ✓ 
September 27, 1975) 

(p) 42 U.S.C. 2161 (Restricted and Formerly Restricted Data) 

(q) DoD Instruction 5025.9, "Control and Protection of 'FOR 
OFFICIAL USE ONLY' Information," February 1, 1968 

(r) DoD Directive 5400. 7, "Availability to the Public of Depart- 
ment of Defense Information, " June 23, 1967 (hereby 
cancelled ) 

(s) DoD Directive 5400. 10, "OSD/OJCS Implementation of the 
Freedom of Information Program, " February 11, 1975 

(t) DoD Directive 5100, 3, "Support of the Headquarters of 
Unified, Specified and Subordinate Unified Commands,' 
March 16, 1967 
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UNIFORM AGENCY FEES FOR SEARCH AND DUPLICATION UNDER 
THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT AMENDMENTS 
P. L. 93-502 

Introduction 

This enclosure describes fees for search and duplication. It is not 
intended to substitute for any schedule of fees or a policy of not to 
charge a fee established in connection with the issuance Of publica- 
tions or other materials in the routine course of business of a 
cbmponent. 

SCHEDULE OF FEES 
Duplication 
Publications, Forms and Reports 

Shelf stock of printed or microfiche medium (requesters may be 
furnished more than one copy of a publication or form if it does not 
deplete stock levels below projected planned usage). 



Minimum fee, per request . $ 2. 00 

plus 

Forms, per copy .05 

Publications, per printed page .01 

Microfiche, per fiche . . ' .06 

Reports, per printed page .05 



(Examples: Cost of to forms, $3. 00; cost of a printed 
publication with 100 pages, $3. 00; cost of a microfiche 
publication consisting of 10 fiche, $2.60) 

Office Copy Reprodu ction (when shelf stock is not available ) 



Minimum charge up to six reproduced pages $ 2. 00 

Minimum charge', first fiche 5. 00 

Each additional page .05 

Each additional fiche ! ! ! ! ! .10 

Other Issuances 

Minimum charge up to six pages . . . . . . $2.00 

Each additional page . . . . .05 
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SEARCH 

Clerical search, per hour 

Minimum charge 

Professional search (includes computer programmer 
time and review to determine whether a record 
comes within the scope of a request) per hour .. . 

Minimum charge 

Computer Service Charges 

Computer service charges will be based on actual computer con- 
figuration used and be based on direct costs only of the Central 
Processing Unit, plus Input/Output Devices, plus Memory 
Capacity. Transportation costs of records and'peraonnel arising 
from searches for requesting reports will be charged at actual 
cost. 

Audiovisual Documentary Material 

Service charges for audiovisual documentary materials will include 
clerical and professional search fees as listed above as well as the 
direct costs of reproducing the photography or tape and shipping or 
mailing charges. Audiovisual materials provided a requester under 
provisions of this Directive need not be in reproducible format or 
quality. 

Waiver of Fees 

1. In general, charge's shall be waived or reduced when it 
is determined that release of a requested record primarily benefits 
the general public and, therefore, is in the public interest. 
Examples of common situations in which such a determination may 

be made include: 

a. The recipient of the benefits is engaged in a nonprofit 
activity designed for public safety, health or welfare; 

b. Payment of the full costs or fee by a state, local 
government or nonprofit group would not be in the interest of the 

program; 



$ 5.50 
2.75 



11.00 
5.50 
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c. The incremental cost of collecting the fees would be 
an unduly large part of the receipts from the activity; 

d. The request emanates from a representative of the 
public information media seeking a reasonable number of records. 

2. A refusal to waive charges by the official responsible for 
the initial decision on the request for the record may be appealed 
to the head of the component or his designee for purposes of final 
appeal. 

Collections 

1. Normally, collection of charges and fees will be made 
in advance of rendering the service. In some instances, it may be 
more practical to collect charges and fees at the time of conveying 
the service or property to the recipient, but only in those instances 
where the request specifically states that whatever cost involved 
will be acceptable or acceptable up to specified limit that covers 
anticipated costs. 

2. Collection of scheduled fees and charges will normally 
be deposited to Miscellaneous Receipts of the Treasury. 

3. Search fees are assessable even when no records 
responsive to the request, or no records not exempt from disclosure 
are found, provided the requester is advised of the requirement at 
the time the estimated charges are presented to the requester for 
approval and he agrees to incur the costs of search. 



3 
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INSPECTION AND COPYING OF OPINIONS, 
ORDERS, AND MANUALS 

Subject to the i ..eruptions set forth in Section VI of the 
Directive, each component shall make available for public 
inspection and copying in an appropriate facility or facilities) 
in accordance with rules published in the Federal Register 
the following materials, unless such materials are published 
and copies offered for sale: 

1. All final opinions (including concurring and dissenting 
opinions) and orders in adjudications (as defined in 
reference (j)) that, may be cited, used, or relied upon 
as precedents ii future adjudications. 

2. Statements of policy and interpretations of less than 
general applicability affecting the public but not published 
in the Federal Register. 

3. Administrative staff manuals and instructions, or portions 
thereof, which establish Department of Defense policy or 
interpretations of policy that affect a member of the public. 
This provision does not apply to instructions for employees 
on the tactics and techniques to be used in performing their 
duties, or to instructions relating only to the internal 
management of the agency. Examples of manuals and 
instructions not normally made available are: ■ 

a. Those issued for audit and inspection purposes or 
those which prescribe operational tactics, standards 
of performance, or criteria for defense, prosecution, 
or settlement of cases. 

b. Operations and maintenance manuals and technical 
information concerning munitions, equipment, systems, 
and foreign intelligence operations. 

The cost to the component of copying any such opinion, order, or 
statement of policy or interpretation shall be imposed on r the 
person requesting the copy in accordance with Enclosure 2. 
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C. When feasible, all material that is published in the Federal 
Register should be made available for inspection and copying 
along with any available index of that published material, in 
the same facility or facilities provided for inspection and 
copying of opinions, orders and manuals. 

D. Identifying details which if revealed would create a clearly 
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy may be deleted from 
any final opinion, order, statement of policy, interpretation, 
staff manual, or instruction, made available for inspection and 
copying. In every such case, the justification for the deletion 
must be fully explained in writing. However, a component 
may publish in the Federal Register a description of the basis 
upon which it will delete identifying details of particular types 
of documents in order to avoid clearly unwarranted invasions 
of privacy. In appropriate cases the component may refer to 
this description rather than write a separate justification for 
the deletion. 

E. Each component shall maintain, on a current basis, in each 
facility provided for inspection and copying, an index of material 
issued, adopted, or promulgated after July 4, 1967, which is 
made available or published under paragraph A. of this enclosure. 

1. The index should be arranged topically or by descriptive 
words, so that members of the public may be able to locate 
final opinions, orders, statements of policy, interpretations, 
staff manuals, or instructions by subject; rather than by 
case name or by numbering system. Case name and number- 
ing arrangements may, however, also be included in the index 
for purposes of component convenience.. 

2. Each component shall promptly publish quarterly or more 
frequently and distribute (by sale or otherwise) copies of 
each such index or supplement thereto unless it publishes 
an order in the Federal Register containing a determination 
that publication is unnecessary and impracticable. A copy 
of any index or supplement not published shall be provided 

to a requester at a cost which does not exceed the direct cost 
of duplication. 
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F. No order, opinion, statement Of policy, interpretation, 
staff manual, or instruction issued, promulgated, or 
adopted after July 4, 1967, which is not indexed and 
either made available or published, may be relied upon, 
used, or cited as precedent against any member of the 
public unless he has actual and timely notice of its 
terms. If the order, opinion, statement of policy, 
interpretation, staff manual, or instruction was issued, 
promulgated, or adopted before July 4, 1967, it need 
not be indexed but must be made available in accordance 
with Section V of the Directive. 

G. In determining whether an order, opinion, statement of 
policy, interpretation, staff manual or instruction is 
likely to be used or relied upon as precedent, the primary 
test shall be whether it is Intended to provide binding 
guidance for decisions or evaluations by subordinates or 
for future decisions by the same authority in adjudications 
of cases affecting the public, where similar facts or issues 
are presented. 
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IDENTIFICATION AND MARKING "FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY " 

A. Records which are not classified under reference (c) but which 
at the time of their origination are authorized by reference (a) 
to be withheld from general public disclosure under Section VI 
of this Directive, and which for a significant and legitimate 
governmental purpose should not be given general circulation 
shall be considered as being "FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY" 
(FOUO). No other record may be considered as being "FOR 

• OFFICIAL USE ONLY." 

B. A record that is considered "FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY" may 
be marked "FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY" when such marking is 
deemed necessary or desirable to ensure that all persons 
having access to the record are aware that it should not be 
publicly released and should not be handled indiscriminately. 
Individual folders, records, and files covering specific kinds 
of subject matter normally falling within the exemptions of 
Section VI, such as personnel and medical files, bids, pro- 
posals, and the like, which are covered by rules and regulations 
specifying what may be released publicly, do not require the 
"FOUO" marking unless handled under circumstances where 
marking is desirable to ensure protection of the information 
involved. 

1. The marking, if otherwise proper under this Directive, 
may be applied to information or material which has been 
declassified. 

2. The marking may not be employed as a less stringent 
security designation under conditions where classification 
under reference, (c) is not warranted. 

3. Information contained in a technical document for which a 
determination has been made that a distribution statement 
under reference (b) is appropriate shall not be marked 
"FOUO. " 

C. Material which is considered as being "FOR OFFICIAL USE 

ONLY" must be safeguarded from general disclosure irrespective 
of whether the material is physically marked with the term "FOR 
OFFICIAL USE ONLY. " 



9*00.1 (2ncl k) 
*eb 14, 75 



Whenever necessary to assure proper understanding, or 

appropriate as a means of facilitating segregation of exempt 
information in a lengthy record, individual paragraphs which 
contain FOUO information shall be marked "FOR OFFICIAL 
USE ONLY. 11 In classified documents* this marking should 
be applied only to paragraphs which contain FOUO Information 
and do not contain classified information. 

Instructions regarding marking, safeguarding, and transmitting 

FOUO materials are set forth in reference (q). 
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RELEASE PROCEDURES 

A. The policy of the Department of Defense is to make the 
maximum amount of information available to the public. 
Therefore, when a person requests in writing that a record 
be made available to him under the Freedom of Information 
Act that request may be denied only upon a determination 
that: 



1. The record is subject to one or more of the exemptions 
set forth in Section VI of this Directive, and a significant 
and legitimate governmental purpose is served by with- 
holding it. 

2. Release of the record is inconsistent with a statutory 
requirement or other requirement of law. 

3. The record cannot be found because it has not been 
described with sufficient particularity to enable the com- 
ponent to locate it with a reasonable amount of effort. 

4. The applicant has unreasonably failed to comply with the 
procedural requirements (including the payment of any 
required fee) imposed by the implementing regulations 

of the component concerned. When personally identifiable 
information in a record is requested by the subject of the 
record, for example, notarization of the request may be 
required. 

i. The initial determination of whether to make a record available 
upon request may be made at any suitable level and by any 
suitable official designated by the component in published regu- 
lations for the type of record sought. The marking or absence 
of the marking "FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY" does not relieve 
the designated official of his responsibility to review the 
requested record for the purpose of determining whether an 
exemption under Section VI of the Directive is applicable. 

The official designated by a component to make initial determina- 
tions, if not a public affairs officer, should consult with public 
affairs officers to familiarize himself with subject matter con- 
sidered to be newsworthy, and advise them of all requests from 
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news media representatives. In addition, he should inform 
public affairs officers in advance whenever he intends to 
release a record containing potentially newsworthy material 
or to withhold any record when it is likely that the withholding 
action will be publicly challenged. 

D. Initial determinations on whether to release a record shall: 

1 . Normally be made and the decision reported to the 
requester within ten (10) working days of the date a 
request is received by the official designated to 
respond for the type of record sought, providing the 
requester indicates a willingness to reimburse the 
component for any search and duplication costs incurred 
in providing the record. If the willingness of the 
requester to reimburse the component for any required 
search and duplication costs is not expressed in the 
request, resolution of this issue is appropriate before 
the time for responding begins to run when these costs 
are likely to be substantial. 

2. When the request is addressed to another official in the 
component or to the wrong agency or component, it shall 
normally be forwarded promptly to the designated respon- 
sible official, of the appropriate agency or component, 
with the period for response commencing upon his receipt. 

3. When a decision is made /to release a record, it should 
be forwarded promptly to the requester upon receipt of 
any required payment for search and duplication. Alter- 
natively, the requester may be directed to an established 
source from which members of the public may obtain the 
record 8 ought (e.g., the U.S. Government Printing Office). 

4. When a request is received for a record which: 

a. Was obtained by the Defense component from a non- 
U.S. Government source; or 

b. Contains information obtained by the Defense component 
from non-U. S. Government source; 
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and, because of the source and the nature of the records 
or information, there is reason to believe that the source 
of the information or record may object to release and 
may have an enforceable right to prevent release, prompt 
notification of intended release shall be given to the source. 
Release shall normally be withheld until the source has a 
reasonable lime to comment on the proposed release. 
Comments received shall be considered in determining 
the releasability of the document. When the source 
advises that it is seeking a restraining order or other 
court action to prevent release, release will normally 
not be made pending the outcome of the court action. 

5. In all cases where the time for response may become an 
issue, the official responsible for replying should 
acknowledge to the requester the date of the receipt of 
the request for purposes of determining time limits. 

6. If additional time is needed in unusual circumstances to 
respond the component should acknowledge the request in 
writing within the ten (10) day period, briefly cite one of 
the unusual circumstances requiring delay, and indicate 
the anticipated date for substantive response which may 
not exceed ten (10) additional working days. Unusual 
circumstances that may justify delay are: 

a. The requested record is located in whole or part at 
places other than the office- processing the request. 

b. The request requires the collection and coordination 
of a substantial number of records.' 

c. Consultation is required with other components or 
agencies having substantial interest in the subject 
matter of the requested records to determine whether 
the records requested in whole or part are exempt 
from disclosure under Section VI of the Directive or 
should be- released as a matter of discretion. 
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. The extension of time for responding to on initial request must 
be approved on a case by case basis by the final appellate 
authority for the component or in accordance with regulations 
of the component which establish guidance governing the 
circumstances in which such extensions may be granted. 

. When a request for a record or records is denied in whole or 
part the designated official who has made that determination 
shall explain to the requester in writing (with at least one 
additional copy) the basis for the determination and of the 
opportunity and procedures for appealing that determination 
to a higher final authority within the component. 

1. Inability to process any part of the request within the 

specified time should be explained to the requester, with 
notification that he may treat this delay as an initial 1 denial 
with a right to appeal, or that he may agree to await a sub- 
stantive response by an anticipated date. It should be made 
clear that any such agreement does not prejudice the right 
of the requester to appeal the initial decision after it is 
made. 



2. The explanation of the substantive baBis for a denial shall 
include both specific citation of the statutory exemption 
applied pursuant to Section VI of the Directive and a discussion 
of the significant and legitimate governmental purpose' served 
by invoking an exemption. Reference to the marking "FOR 
OFFICIAL USE ONLY" on the requested record doe* not 
constitute a proper citation or explanation of the basis for 
invoking an exemption. 

* s 

3. The name and title or position of the official responsible for 
the denial shall be included in the written response to the 
requester. 

4. When the initial denial is based in whole or part on a security 
classification pursuant to Section VI. C. 1 or VI. C. 3 of the 
Directive, the explanation shall include a summary of the 
paragraph or paragraphs contained in reference {c)< or other 
authoritative classification guidance whicti T sefr4orth~><t&e< 
criteria or rationale for the current classification «f the- 
requested record, along with the reasons that demonstrate 

4 
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the logical relationship between the content of the requested 
record and the summarized criteria or rationale. 

5. Copies of all initial denials shall be maintained by each 
component in a form suitable for rapid retrieval, periodic 
statistical compilation, and management evaluation. 

G. If the official designated by the component to make initial 
determinations on requests for records declines to provide a 
record because he considers it exempt, and its withholding 
justified for a significant and legitimate governmental purpose, 
that decision may be appealed by the requester in writing to the 
head of the component having jurisdiction over the record or his 
designee for this purpose, along with a copy of the letter deny- 
ing the initial request. Such appeals should contain the basis 
for disagreement with the initial refusal. In addition, the com- 
ponent may impose a reasonable time limit of not less than 40 
days for filing an appeal. 

H. Final determination on appeals shall normally be made within 
twenty (20) Working days of the receipt of the appeal by the 
official designated to make the decision. Misdirected appeals 
will be forwarded promptly to the proper appellate authority 
with the period for response commencing upon his receipt. If 
additional time is needed to decide the appeal because of unusual 
circumstances, as described in paragraph D. , the final determina- 
tion may be delayed for the number of working days, not to exceed 
ten (10), which were not utilized as additional time for responding 
to the initial request. 

I. Final refusal to provide a requested record must be made in 
writing by the head of the component having jurisdiction over 
it, or by his designee for that purpose. Such a refusal shall be 
made in accordance with appeal procedures prescribed in regula- 
tions that shall include, as a minimum, the following elements: 

1 . The basis for the refusal shall be explained to the requester, 
in writing, both with regard to the applicable statutory 
exemption invoked pursuant to Section VI of the Directive 
and the significant and legitimate governmental purpose 
served by its withholding. More particularly: 
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a. When the final refusal is based in whole or part on 

a security classification, pursuant to Section VI. CI 
of VI. C. 3 of the Directive: 

(1) The explanation shall include a determination 
that the rec. rd meets the cited criteria and 
rationale oi reference (c) or other authoritative 
classificatif.il guidance, and that this determina- 
tion is based on a declassification review, with 
an explanation 0/ why that review confirmed the 
continuing validity of the security classification. 

(2) The requester shall be advised of his optional 
ri ght to seek review by the Interagency Classifi- 
cation Review Committee of a final denial by the 
head of a component or his designee on the basis 
of continued security classification. This review 
is in accordance with Executive Order 11652, 
March 8, 1972, and is in lieu of immediate 
judicial review. ™ 

b. The written final denial shall include the name and 
title or position of the official responsible for the 
denial and of the provision for judicial review of the 
denial as set forth in Enclosure 6. 



2. Final refusal ordinarily shoiid not be made without prior 
consultation with the Office of the General Counsel of the 
Department of Defence when there is reason to believe 
that the. .requester will file a complaint in a U.S. District 
Court to force release of the refused record. 

3. Copies of aD_ final denial letters shall be maintained by each 
component in a central repository. Whenever a complaint 

is filed in a U.S. District Court to force release of a record, 
a copy of the final denial letter from the component shall be 
forwarded to the General Counsel of the Department of 
Defense, together with a copy of the requester's complaint, 
and followed by such portions of the litigation report pre- 
pared by the component for the Department of Justice as 
may be necessary to understand the legal basis for the 
denial. 
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4. When the refusal to provide the record is based in whole, 
or part on a security classification, pursuant to Section 
VI. C. 1 or VI. C.i 3 of the Directive, the litigation report 
shall include a.» affidavit from the head of the component 
or his design je for this purpose, explaining in as much 
detail as national security interests permit the basis under 
applicable statute, executive order and regulations for the 
current security classification of the requested record. 

J. The costs of searching for and duplicating a requested record 
must be paid or waived in accordance with Enclosure 2. The 
time limits for responding to requests begin to run upon receipt 
from the requester of clear evidence of willingness to pay any 
anticipated search and duplication costs under the schedule of 
fees set forth in Enclosure 2 for providing the requested record. 
The record need not be forwarded until actual receipt of payment. 

K. The time limits for responding to requests for records are, in 
summary, and subject to the conditions set forth in the previous 
paragraphs, as fallows: 

1- Initial Responses - Ten (10) working days. 

2. Appeals for Denial - Twenty (20) working days. 

3. Extension of time available under certain circumstances 
for either the initial or final determination, but not both - 
ten (10) working days. 
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JUDICIAL ACTION 

A. A requester has exhausted his administrative remedy after he 
has been refused a record by the head of a component or his 
designee or when the component fails to respond to his request 
within any of the time limits set forth in Enclosure 5. The 
requester may then seek an order from a United States District 
Court (1) in the district in which he resides or has his principal 
place of business; (2) in the district in which the record is 
situated to produce the record; or (3) in U.S. District Court 
for the District of Columbia. 

B. The burden is on the component to justify its refusal to produce 
the record, and its justification will be evaluated de novo by 
the district court, which may examine any requested record 

in camera to determine whether the denial of the record, in 
whole or part, is justified under reference (a). 

C. The United States must answer or otherwise plead to the com- 
plaint within thirty days. Consideration of such cases by both 
trial courts, and courts of appeal will be expedited in every way, 
except as to cases the court considers of greater importance. 

D. A court may retain jurisdiction and allow a component additional 
time to complete its review of records to determine their avail- 
ability to the requester when the component demonstrates due 
diligence in exceptional circumstances. 

E. If the court orders production. of a record and the responsible 
official designated in accordance with Section VH refuses' to 
produce it, the court has statutory authority to punish the official 
whose decision and order govern the determination of whether to 
release the record. In addition, the court may assess against 
the United States reasonable attorney fees and other litigation 
costs when the requester has substantially prevailed. In such 
situations the court may also issue a written finding that the 
circumstances of withholding raise a question of whether agency 
personnel have acted arbitrarily or capriciously and the Civil 
Service Commission must determine whether disciplinary action 
against responsible agency officials, or employees is warranted. 
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REPORTING REQUIREMENT 

A. Each component shall prepare an annual report for the 
proceeding calendar year on its Implementation of reference (a) 
of the Directive. 

B. Six copies of the annual report shall be furnished to the ASD(PA) 
on or before February 1 of each year for transmittal to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and to the President of 
•the Senate. 

C. The annual report shall contain the following: 

1 . The number and reasons for initial denial of records 
requested from the component. 

2. The number of appeals from initial denials and the disposi- 
tion of each such appeal; with the reasons for any final 
denial of records requested from the component. 

3. The names and titles or positions of each person primarily 
responsible for an initial denial or for a final denial on 
appeal of a request for a record under reference (a) of the 
Directive, and the number of such denials by each such 
person. 

4. The results of any disciplinary proceeding, including an 
explanation of a decision not to discipline, that was 
initiated against an officer or employee because a court 
determined that a record requested from the component 
was arbitrarily or capriciously withheld. 

5. A copy of current component regulation implementing 
reference (a) and the directive. 

6. A copy of the component fee schedule for search and 
duplication of requested records, and the total amount 
collected for this purpose, as accurately as reasonably 
can be determined. 
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7. A brief description of every court case brought against 
the component to force it to release or withhold a record 
requested under reference (a), including the status of 
the case; whether attorney fees have been awarded to the 
private party; and whether the court found that. the circum- 
stances of withholding raised questions of arbitrary and 
capricious personnel conduct. 

8. .A description of all efforts undertaken by the component 

or by personnel of the component to instruct and educate 
employees or the public on the requirements of reference 
(a) and the Directive, 

9. Such data on the costs of processing requests under 
reference (a) of the Directive as can reasonably be 
ascertained or estimated. 

10. Any other information that demonstrates efforts by the 
component to implement reference (») of the Directive, 
including problems with the implementation and any pro- 
posed solutions for those problems. 

1 1 . This reporting requirement is assigned Report Control 
Symbol DD-PA(A) 1365. 
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RELEASE AND AUTHENTICATION OF COPIES 
OF OFFICIAL RECORDS 

A. Records available to a person requesting them under Section V 
of the Directive shall be authenticated with an appropriate seal 
whenever necessary to fulfill an official governmental or other 
legal function. 

B. Subject to the provisions of reference (c>, applicable to classi- 
fied information, records exempt from release under Section VT 
of the Directive to a person requesting them may, nevertheless, 
be authenticated on request and released in accordance with 
Component regulations to local, state, or other Federal govern- 
mental bodies, whether legislative, executive, administrative, 
or judicial, as follows: 

1. To the courts; whenever ordered as appropriate to the 
proper administration of justice. 

2. To the Congress; in accordance with reference (d). 

3. To local and state legislative bodies; in accordance with 
the determination of the head of the component or his 
designee. 

4. To other Federal agencies, both executive and administrative, 
as determined by the head of the agency or his designee, 

as. consistent with efficient administration and in accordance 
with law, including reference (o), which becomes effective 
on September 27, 1975. 



5. 



To local and state executive and administrative agencies as 
determined by the head of the component or his designee. 



January 6, 1976 
NUMBER 5400.10 



ASD(PA) 

Department of Defense Directive 

Office of the Secretary of Defense/Organization of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff Implementation of the DoD 
Freedom of Information Program 

References: (a) Title 5, United States Code, Section 
1 552, as amended by Public Law 

93-502 

(b) DoD Directive 5400.7, "Availability 

to the Public of DoD Information," 
February 14, 1975 

(c) DoD Directive 5400.9, "Publication 

of Proposed and Adopted Regulations 
Affecting the Public," December 23, 
1974 

(d) DoD Directive 5400.10, subject as 

above, February 11, 1975 (hereby 
cancelled) 

(e) DoD Regulation 5200. 1-R, "Information 

Security Program," November 1973, 
authorized by DoD Directive 5200.1, 
June 1, 1972 

(f) DoD Directive 5400.4, "Provision of 

Information to Congress," 
February 20, 1971 

I. REISSUANCE AND PURPOSE 

This Directive reissues reference (d) to imple- 
ment the provisions of reference (b) , pursuant 
to reference (a), assign responsibilities, and 
update procedures for the effective administra- 
tion of the Freedom of Information Program with- 
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, in- 
cluding the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. Reference (d) is hereby superseded and 
cancelled . 



II. APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE 

A. The provisions of this Directive apply to the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (Director, 
Defense Research and Engineering, Assistant 
Secretaries of Defense, Assistants to the 
Secretary of Defense, or equivalent), the 
Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and 
other activities assigned to OSD for adminis- 
trative support (hereinafter referred to 
collectively as "OSD Components") or their 
field activities when designated b*y the Assist- 
ant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) with 
concurrence of the head of the OSD Component 
involved and pursuant to section IV. A. 11. of 
this Directive. 

B . The provisions of this Directive apply to the 
release of records to the general public and 
are not applicable to requests from the General 
Accounting Office, and other Federal, State and 
local governmental organizations. While re- 
quests from Members of Congress generally are 
governed by the provisions of DoD Directive 
5400.4 (reference (f)), the provisions of this 
Directive will apply to requests for records by 
individual members of Congress who invoke the 
Freedom of Information Act. 

III. POLICY 

A. It is the policy of the Department of Defense, 
consistent with the letter and spirit of Title 5, 
USC, Section 552, the Freedom of Information Act 
(reference (a)), to make available to the public 
the maximum amount of information concerning its 
operations and activities. 

B. Unclassified information, documents and forms 
which have heretofore been provided to the 
public as part of normal service will continue 
to be made available In accordance with previ- 
ously established criteria. 

C. Authority to deny an initial request for a 
record resides in the heads of OSD Components. 
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D. Materials such as current indices, required by 
the Freedom of Information Act for inspection, 
will be maintained, published and made avail- 
able in the public reading room located in 
Room 2C757, the Pentagon. Fees will not be 
charged for inspection of these materials. 
However, fees, in accordance with a schedule 
contained in enclosure 2 to DoD Directive 
5400.7 (reference (b)) and published in the 
Federal Re'gister, may be charged for furnish- 
ing copies of such materials. 

IV. RESPONSIBILITIES AND FUNCTIONS 



A. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public 
Affairs) shall; 

1. Direct and administer the Department of 
Defense Freedom of Information Program 
for OSD Components. 



2. Establish standards and procedures to 
assure compliance with and Implementation 
of 5 USC 552 and DoD Directive 5400.7 
(references (a) and (b)). 

3. Develop and submit the consolidated OSD 
Component Annual Report as required by 
references (a) and (b) . 

4. Serve as the central contact office for 
the receipt of all requests for records 
from OSD Components. 

5. Forward requests for records from the 
public to the OSD Component having proprie- 
tary responsibility for the record, and 
maintain records control procedures that 
ensure action within time limits estab- 
lished in 5 USC 552, as amended by P.L. 
93-502 (reference (a)). 

6. Respond to requesters and collect for 
deposit with the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller) fees entailed in 
the search and reproduction of records. 
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7. Establish a facility where the public may 
inspect and copy records as provided for in 
DoD Directive 5400.7 (reference (b)), 

8. Provide for educational programs on the 
requirements and implementation of the 
Freedom of Information Act. 

9. Evaluate and decide, in coordination with 
the General Counsel, appeals from denial 
of records by OSD Components. 

10. Maintain data on Freedom of Information 
activity in a format that meets the require- 
ments of enclosure 7 of DoD Directive 5400.7 
(reference (b)) and in a manner that affords 
rapid retrieval. 

11. Upon a finding that due to such factors as 
geographical separation from the responsible 
OSD Component, the letter and spirit of the 
Freedom of Information Act could be better 
served by permitting a specific field activity 
of the OSD Component to receive, process, and 
grant or initially deny Freedom of Information 
requests for records for which the sub-element 
has primary responsibility, the ASD(PA) may, 
with the concurrence of the head of such OSD 
Component, so direct. Implementing Instruc- 
tions published pursuant to this paragraph 
shall be controlling with respect to the proce- 
dures to be followed by the designated field 
activity, the other provisions of this Directive 
notwithstanding. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
shall : 

1. Maintain, publish, and make available for public 
inspection current OSD Component indices of 
materials as required by 5 USC 552, as amended 
by P.L. 93-502 (reference (a)). 

2. Coordinate and arrange for information to be 
published in the Federal Register pursuant to 
5 USC 552, DoD Directives 5400.7 and 5400.9 
(references (a), (b) , and (c)). 
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C . The General Counsel shall: 

1. Coordinate, as appropriate, with the Department 
of Justice on all final denials of appeals for 
requests for records when litigation is likely. 

2. Provide advice and assistance to the ASD(PA) as 
may be required in the discharge of his appel- 
late responsibilities. 

D . Heads of OSD Components shall: 

1. Designate the official authorized to deny initial 
requests for records and designate an office as 
the point-of -contact for Freedom of Information 
matters . 

2. Provide to the ASD(PA), when the request for a 
record is granted, a copy of the record and a 
statement of search and reproduction charges. 

3. Provide to the ASD(PA), when a record is denied 
in whole or in part, the justification for 
denial . 

4. Provide to the ASD(C) quarterly updates of 
indices as required by Enclosure 3 of DoD 
Directive 5400.7 (reference (b)). 

5. Coordinate with the Office of the General 
Counsel on all. proposed denials of records. 

6. Consult with other OSD and DoD Components 
which have a significant interest in the 
requested record prior to a final determination. 
When consultation with an agency outside DoD 

is appropriate because of their interest in the 
requested record, a procedure for effecting that 
consultation shall be developed. 

7. Refer cases to the ASD(PA) for review and evalua- 
tion when the issues raised are of unusual sig- 
nificance, precedent setting, or otherwise re- 
quire special attention or guidance. 
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8. Provide the record to the ASD(PA), when the 
initial denial of such record has been ap- 
pealed by the requester, or at the time of 
initial denial when appeal seems likely. 

9. Establish procedures to mark record copies 
and notify holders of classified records 
that have been declassified as a result of 
review under this program. 

10. Instruct employees, who act in Freedom of 
Information matters, in the provisions of 
this Directive and DoD Directive 5400.7 
(reference (b)). 

V. PROCEDURES 

A. General . A request for a record under the 
Freedom of Information Act may be denied only 
upon determination that: 

1. The record is subject to one or more of the 
exemptions set forth in section VI., refer- 
ence (b), and a significant and legitimate 
governmental purpose is served by with- 
holding, i 

2. The record cannot be found because it has 
not been described with sufficient particu- 
larity to enable a responsible authority to 
locate it with a reasonable amount of effort. 

3. The requester has unreasonably failed to 
comply with the procedural requirements 
imposed by, this Directive. 

B. Instructions to a Requester. A request for a 
record from an OSD Component can be made in 
person or in writing. 

1. Indices of current records will be made 
available for public inspection in Room 
2C757, the Pentagon, between 9 a.m. and 
4 p.m., except weekends and Government 
holidays. Persons: not authorized access 
to the Pentagon will be escorted to the 
public reading room and will not be per- 
mitted to visit other areas of the building; 
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2. Copies of records which are lifted in these indices 
will be provided upon payment < f any search and 
copying fees. A copy of the standard schedule of 
fees previously published in the Federal Register 
will be posted in the public reading room. Checks 
are payable to the Treasury of the United States. 

3. A written request for a record should be addressed 
to: Directorate for Freedom of Information, Office 
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public 
Affairs), Room 2C757, Pentagon, Washington, D. C. 
20301. The record should be described as complete- 
ly as possible, to facilitate its retrieval from the 
gross file of Defense Department records and to 
reduce search fees, which may be borne by the 
requester . 

4. A requester will state his intention to pay fees 
that may be charged for search and reproduction 
of a record. Time spent to assure willingness 
to pay fees will be in addition to the time 
allotted to provide a record. 

5. A record will not be released prior to receipt 
of fees. Failure to pay fees may be cause not 
to accept a subsequent request for a record 
from the same person. 

6. Normally, no more than 10 working days after a 
request has been received, the requester will 
be notified that his request has been granted 
or denied. In unusual circumstances, however, 
such notification may convey that additional 
time, not to exceed 10 working days, is re- 
quired to make a determination. 

7. When a requester is asked to provide addi- 
tional information necessary to complete 
action on his request (clearer description 
of record sought, proof of identity, assur- 
ance of willingness to pay fees, etc.) or 
has been asked to pay fees prior to release 
of records requested, such information or 
fees shall be forwarded in accordance with 
B.3., above, to arrive at the Directorate no 
later than 30 working days after the date of 
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receipt of the Directorate's request for additional 
information or fees. If the requester fails to 
respond within the prescribed time limit, the case 
will be considered closed, and any records held in 
abeyance may be returned to file or destroyed. The 
case will be reopened if either information or fees 
are received after expiration of the 30-worklng-day 
period. However, the requester may be required to 
pay additional fees pursuant to again locating and 
copying the requested records. 

Notification of denial shall (a) cite the exemption 
under which the request was denied, (b) detail the 
supporting reasons, (c) identify the denial authority, 
and (d) set forth the course of action to be followed 
for an administrative appeal. 

Administrative appeals of initial denials should be 
addressed to: Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public 
Affairs), Pentagon, Washington, D. C. 20301, and 
should be clearly marked "Freedom of Information 
Appeal" on the front of the envelope. Such appeals 
should offer justification for reversal of the 
initial denial and be received by the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary (Public Affairs) no later than 
45 working days after the date that the requester 
receives either notification that his request is 
denied completely or notification that he has 
received all records to be released in response 
to his request in the case of a partial denial. 

Normally no more than 20 working days after notifi- 
cation that an administrative appeal has been ac- 
cepted, the requester will be notified of the action 
taken on his appeal. In unusual circumstances, the 
final determination may be delayed for the number 
of working days, not to exceed 10, which were not 
utilized as additional time for responding to the 
initial request. 

Notification of a final denial will cite supporting 
reasons, will se£ forth a course of action that may 
be followed to seek judicial relief, and will be 
signed by the official exercising final denial 
authority. 
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C " Instructions to OSD Components. The Directorate for 
Freedom of Information and Security Review, Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs), 
hereinafter referred to as the Directorate, will be 
the office of record and point of contact for OSD 
Components in matters pertaining to the Freedom of 
Information Act. 

1. The Directorate will deliver a request for a 
record to the OSD Component having proprietary 
responsibility. Any request for a record that 
originates from a source other than the Direc- 
torate shall be redirected without delay. 

2. A request for a record will be delivered to the 
office of contact, together with a letter of 
instruction and a cover sheet. The cover sheet, 
of distinctive design and overprinted with in- 
structions vital to Freedom of Information re- 
quests, will not be separated from the request 
packet to which it is attached. 

3. A request for a record from the Directorate may 
not be declined, except that when proprietary 
responsibility is challenged, it may be returned 
by a memorandum signed by the denial authority 
which fixes the proprietary responsibility with 
a specific OSD Component or other agency of the 
Government. A lack of specificity by the re- 
quester that suggests records of other compo- 
nents or agencies may also fit the broad cate- 
gory of the request will not be sufficient 
cause to challenge proprietary responsibility. 

4. A suspense will be assigned to each request 
that must be met by either a decision to grant 
the request in whole or in part, a decision to 
deny, or by a petition from the denial authority 
stating the specific number of additional days 
required and the reason, provided such petition 
is made to the Directorate 3 working days prior 
to the suspense. Extension of time will be 
granted on a case-by-case basis depending upon 
the ability to justify "unusual circumstances," 
and will normally not exceed 5 working days. 
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5. When a request is granted, a copy of the record, 
a completed FOIA Request Information Sheet and a 
completed Record of FO' Case Processing Costs, 

SD Form 467, will be delivered to the Directorate. 
When a copy of the record cannot be made available 
by the Component suspense date, a statement ex- 
plaining the delay and establishing the date of 
its availability will be provided in lieu of the 
record . 

6. When a request is denied in part, an excised copy of the 
record and a memorandum explaining the reasons for 
the denial and summarizing the coordination/ consultation 
history will be delivered to the Directorate, together 
with completed Record of FOI Case Processing Costs 
and FOIA Request Information Sheet. When denial 

is based on classification in the interest of national 
defense or foreign policy, the explanation shall convey 
that a current review of the record supports continued 
classification according to the criteria and rationale 
of DoD Regulation 5200. 1 -R {reference (e)). The ex- 
planation will also contain specific rationale that 
logically supports continued classification in the con- 
text of the record being denied. The initial denial 
authority will sign the memorandum of explanation. 

7. When a record is denied in its entirety, all" 
procedures set forth in paragraph V.C.6. apply, 
except a copy of the record is not provided 
and the memorandum of explanation will specif- 
ically convey that it is not possible to rea- 
sonably segregate portions of the record which 
could be provided to the requester. 

8. Cases referred to the Directorate in accordance 
with paragraph IV. D. 7., will be transmitted by 
memorandum establishing the unusual or precedent- 
setting conditions. Unless notified to the con- 
trary, Public Affairs review and evaluation action 
will not relieve the OSD Component of any respon- 
sibility to reach an initial decision in the time 
originally allotted. Public Affairs action will, 
however, be accomplished so as to provide timely 
recommendation and guidance. 
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9. OSD Components are urged to communicate 
directly with the OSD Component offices 
which focus on Freedom of Information 
matters and with similar offices in other 
Government agencies. Problems requiring 
intervention by the Director, Freedom of 
Information and Security Review, should be 
presented to the Directorate as early as 
possible in the time allotted for staffing, 
due to the statutory time limits. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Directive is effective immediately. 
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Department of Defense Directive 



SUBJECT : General Accounting Office Comprehensive Audits 

References: (a) DoD Directive 5200*1, "Safeguarding Official 
Information in the Interests of the Defense 
of the United States" 

(b) DoD Directive 51*00.1*, •Provision of Information 
to the Congress" 



I. PURPOSE 

To explain the General Accounting Office comprehensive audit 
program and to prescribe policy for the. guidance of representatives 
of the Department of Defense and' components thereof in their 
relationships with General Accounting Office representatives 
engaged in carrying out the statutory audit responsibilities of 
the Comptroller General. 

II. ggngAL ACCOUHriKO OmCB C0MPREHF wflTgie AtTPT T PROGRAM 

A. General Scope 

The General Accounting Office has broad authority for 
conducting audits and Investigations in the executive department ■ 
and agencies. The purpose of this authority is to enable the 
Comptroller General, as an agent of the Congress, to determine 
how each agency under audit discharges its financial responsi- 
bilities. In this connection, the financial responsibilities of 
an agency are to be construed as including the expenditure of 
funds and the utilisation of property and personnel in the 
furtherance only authorised programs or activities in an 
effective, efficient and economical manner. Comprehensive audits 
will be directed only to the non-tactical operations of the 
Department of Defense. Primarily, the effort by the General 
Accounting Office auditors will be for the purpose of evaluating 
the results of financial management within the Department of 
Defense and components thereof. 



B. Basic Statutory Authority 



Section 313 of the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 (31 USC 5k) 
provides that "All departments and establishments shall furnish to the 
Comptroller General such Information regarding the powers, duties, activities, 
organization, financial transactions and methods of business of their respec- 
tive offices as he may from time to tine require of them; and the Comptroller 
General, or any of his assistants or employees, when duly authorized by him, 
shall, for the purpose of securing such information, have access to and a 
right to examine any hooks, documents, papers or records of any such depart- 
ment or establishment " 

C. Performance of Comprehensive Audits 

The General Accounting Office is performing as many audits as pos- 
sible at the sites of operations. These audits, which are on a comprehensive 
basis, are performed by personnel from the various General Accounting Office 
regional offices, overseas offices, and the Defense Accounting and Auditing 
Division in Washington, D.C. and Dayton, Ohio. The regional offices are in 
19 locations in the United States. 

D. Approach to Comprehensive Audits 

General Accounting Office audits are designed to provide a com- 
prehensive review of Government agencies and their activities. The extent 
of detailed examination work in such audits is determined by the adequacy 
of the management control exercised by the agency under audit. In order 
to evaluate Internal management controls, General Accounting Office person- 
nel examine the history, purpose, authorities, organisation, activities, 
policies, and procedures of an agency and its component activities, and 
then review the operating results in the light of the intended purpose 
and authorities. In making an evaluation of Internal control, representa- 
tives from the General Accounting Office will necessarily perform various 
audit steps such as reviewing, analyzing, and testing accounting and 
operating data, property .records, data in support of budgetary statements, 
and other supporting evidence covering the agencies' activities. The 
results of comprehensive audits will be covered by reports which will be 
made available to the head of the agency involved. 

B. Evaluation of Internal Controls and Internal Beview Activities 

Section 117(a) of the Accounting and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 USC 67) 
provides that, in the determination of auditing procedures to be followed and 
the extent of examination of vouchers and other documents, the Comptroller 
General shall give consideration to the effectiveness of accounting organi- 
sations and systems, Internal audit and control, and related administrative 
practices of the respective agencies. Pursuant to the foregoing, the 
General Accounting Office audits will be conducted la full recognition of 
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all Internal review activities and vlll evaluate their effectiveness and 
eliminate the necessity for duplicating much of their efforts. The General 
Accounting Office Intends, as part of its comprehensive audit procedure, to 
review the internal audit work accomplished vithin the Department of 
Defense. This review will serve to enable the General Accounting Office to 
evaluate the effectiveness of internal audit and control and thereby mini- 
mize its effort devoted to detailed review of installation activities. To 
the extent that the internal audit program has been the successful and > 
effective aid to management which it ig designed to be, a corresponding 
reduction in the disruption of normal operations at the installation or 
activity by the General Accounting Office should result. 

III. POLICIES AMD ACTION 

A. Cooperation to be Accorded Representatives of the General Accounting 
Office 

Representatives of the General Accounting Office will Inform the 
agency and installation concerned of any proposed audit and its contemplated 
scope. Officials of all levels within the Department of Defense and compon- 
ents thereof shall cooperate fully with the General Accounting Office repre- 
sentatives in order to facilitate the audit work. Care should he taken to 
assure that proper working space and facilities are provided, as well as 
timely assistance In making necessary Information, records and personnel 
available. 

B. Access to Records and Release of Records and Reports 

1. In accordance with the provisions of the Budget and Accounting 
Act of 1921 (see II. B. hereof), authorized representatives 

of the General Accounting Office shall be given access to, and 
allowed to examine, such records as are necessary to permit 
them to .carry out Ifheir duties and responsibilities. 

2. Internal audit reports of the military department audit organ- 
izations and associated working papers shall be made available, 
as requested, to the General Accounting Office representatives 
by the audit agency where such reports and working papers are 
maintained and filed. Supplementary data and Information with 
respect to findings and recommendations contained in audit 
reports, management's position with respect thereto, corrective 
action to be taken, etc., shall be furnished as requested. 
Departmental procedures may provide for supplying such supple- 
mentary data, when available, concurrent with the release of 
the audit reports, or as soon thereafter as practicable. 

3. Budgets for any future fiscal year viU not be released. Report 
of non-Department of Defense agencies (including FBI reports) 
shall not be released unless the written consent of such agency 
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has been obtained. Report* of the Inspectors Oenerel end 
criminal investigation organitatlone shall not be furnished 
except upon approval of the appropriate departmental 
Secretary. Such reports nay be summarised and the summaries, 
upon request, nay be furnished vith the approval of the 
appropriate departmental Secretary. 

k. When the sans considerations exist as raise a question as 
to whether particular information nay be furnished to a 
member or committee of the Congress, no refusal to furnish 
such information shall be nsde until the natter has been sub- 
mitted to the Secretary of the military department concerned 
or the Secretary of Defense. 

IV. IMPIiBfflBTATIOlf 



Implementing regulations of the respective military departments shall 
be submitted to the Secretary of Defense for approval within ninety days 
from the date hereof. 

V. JUflnPLU'lVM DATS 

This directive is effective immediately. 



Secretary of Defense 
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GENERAL COUN5SL Of THE DEPARTMENT Or DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20^0! 

I 



1? DEC- B7B 



MEMORANDUM FOR Mr. Stephen E. Herbits, The Special Assistant to 
the Secretary and Deputy Secretaries 

SUBJECT: Transition team Request- -Unionization 



In accordance with your 10 December 1976 request we have prepared 
and attached a briefing paper on the subject of unionization of the Armed 
Forces. This briefing paper responds to the four aspects of the unioniza- 
tion matter identified by the 9 December 1976 memorandum to you from 
R. C. Steadman of the Transition Team. 



The briefing paper has been coordinated with the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs). 




Attachment 




Richard A. Wiley 
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briefing paper 
subject: unionization of the armed forces 



The current law. 

There are no statutory provisions dealing with the subject of 
unionization of the Armed Forces and union membership by military 
personnel. Attached at Tab A is a list of statutory provisions regard- 
ing certain unlawful acts by, or directed toward, members of the 
Armed Forces, which may be relevant to certain activities, involv- 
ing military personnel, in which organizations or their members 
might engage. 

Current Executive Orders regarding unionization of Government 
Employees (e. g. , FBI, CIA). 

Executive Order 11491, "Labor Management Relations in the Federal 
Service", provides the policies which govern officers and agencies of 
the Executive branch of the Government in all dealings with Federal 
employees and organizations representing such employees. The 
permissible subject matter for negotiation in the Federal sector, 
in accordance with that Executive Order, is very narrow and doe3 
not include such matters as wages and benefits. Members of the 
Armed Forces are not "employees" within the meaning of the 
Executive Order and are not covered by the Executive Order. 

The FBI and the CIA are among those agencies in the Executive 
branch which are specifically excepted from the coverage of 
Executive Order 11491 (Sec. 3). 

Recent Proposals to Amend the law, including discussion of. 
Constitutional constraints.- . , 

Legislation . 

On 4 March 1976, Senator Thurmond introduced a bill, S. 3079, 
94th Congress, which would prohibit union organization in the Armed 
Forces (Tab B). Companion bills were introduced in the House. No 
hearings were held on the bills, and all bills died with the 94th Congress 
We have learned from discussions with Senator Thurmond's staff, as 
well a.-; from recent newspaper articles, that Senator Thurmond 
intends to introduce a bill on the subject early in the 9?th Congress. 
This bill was provided to Senator Thurmond on 26 October 1976, by 
the DoD, as a drafting service. 
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Constitutional Is sues /Legal Issues . 

The Department of Defense, by current law, is neither 
required to nor precluded from recognizing or bargaining with 
. any organization or individual representing or purporting to 
represent servicemen. A prohibition on negotiation and bargain- 
ing by the DoD could be imposed legally on the DoD, however, 
and it would seem that any attempt by others than the DoD to 
engage in bargaining with the DoD also could be rendered illegal 
by statute. '" ... 

Any legislation which prohibits membership in an organization 
could raise a potential Constitutional question. Specifically, viewed 
from the. strictly legal standpoint, in general terms (apart from the 
.military and union contexts in particular), a prohibition on mere 
membership in an organization may not be consistent with the right 
of free association which is inferred from the First Amendment to 
the United States Constitution. The Supreme Court carefully 
scrutinizes any restriction on First Amendment rights and, it would 
seem, will only sanction a restriction on those, activities that present 
a clear danger to vital governmental interests, and then only to the 
minimum extent required to further the compelling governmental 
interest. Thus, generally (again, apart from the military and union 
contexts in particular) the right of free association would appear to 
exist without regard to the activities in which the organization itself 
may seek to engage now or at some time in the future. 

The Supreme Court has stated, however, that, while the Bill, 
of Rights, the first ten amendments to the Constitution, applies to 
servicemen, nevertheless, governmental employees, and particularly 
. servicemen, do not necessarily. enjoy the protections of the Bill of 
"Rights to" the same extent as do their civilian counterparts. 



• . , . .... - c 

Options being assessed within DoD, including their pros and cons. 

"We are actively studying the Department's position and will . 
report back to you. 



s tatutory paovisioxs 
rzst7Ttctio>:s on uxigx activities 



Title IB 

18 U.S. C. 2337-88 . 

Prohibits private citizen from counseling. insubordination, 
disloyalty, mutiny or refusal to duty. 

18 U. S. C. 13S1 ■ 

Enticing desertion. 

18 U.S. C. 1913 

Prohibits individuals from striking against the government 
(may not apply to servicemen). 

18 U. S. C. § I3S2 

Prohibits anyone from entering Government property for any 
purpose prohibited by law or regulation. 

UCMJ 

Article 82 

Solicitation or advise another to desert, mutiny, misbehavior 
before enemy, sedition. 

Article 85 

Desertion 

Article 86 

Absence without leave. 

Article S3 

Contempt toward officials. 

Article S9 

Disrespect toward superior commissioned officer. 

Article 91 

Insubordinate co-duct toward warrant officer, NCO or 
"oeity oiiicer* 

Article 92 

Failure to obey order or regulation. 
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Article 101 

Improper use of countersign.. 

Article 104 

Aiding the enemy; 

Article 115 

Malingering (feign;! illness, physical disablement, etc. 

Article 116 

Riot or breach of peace. 

Article 117 

Revoking speeches or gestures 



Article 134 

General Article. 
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IN TEE SEX ATE OP THE UNITED STATES 

Makcu.4, 1076 

Mr. Tkcbmqxd (for himself, Mr. Allkn*, Mr. B.u.tlcit, Mr. B::oc::, Mr. Ctiilw, 
' Mr. Cinrrrs, Mr. Domexku. Mr. Ea-stlaxd, Mr. Fax.yix, Mr. Gaiix, Mr. 
(Jot.uuv.tkk, Mr. ILvxs;:x, Mr. Heus, Mr. Hkimxa, Mr. Laxa&t, Mr. 
M«Cu:m.ax, Mr. McCr.ui:*:, Mr. Mo::oa.v, Mr. Moss, Mr. Xuxx, Mr. Wil- 
liam L. Scon-, Mr. Taft, Mr. Talkaiwe, Mr. Towjsr, ami Mr. Voiixc) 
introduced t^c foilou-ing bill; which road twice and referred to tho 
Couhiiitcee on Armed Services 




To amend chapter 49 of tide 10, United Stales Code, to prohibit 
union organization in tho armed forces, and for "other purposes.- 

•1 ' " Be if. enacted bu llte'-Senate and House of Reprcmiiu- 

2 fives of the United Stales of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That (a) 'chapter 49 of title 10, United States Code, "is 

4 amended by adding at the end thereof a new section as 

5 follows: 

0 "gy75. 'kj rnon orsuivlzins ana n*.c:r.borship prohibited 

r t " (a) As a.-ed in this sia- !><,:: — 



I . -"bar of the armed forces who is (A) serving on ac:ivo 
3 duty, (3} amember of;: Kosorvo component, or (C) in 
3 a retired siaiusT; 

. "(^) 'labor. orgar.iza lion* 'means any ovga'iiizanon 

5 of any kind, or any. agency or employee (including any 

6 member of the armed forces) representation committee 

7 ' or plan, in which employees (including members of the 

8 armed forces) participate and which exists for the pur- 

9 , pose, in whole or in part, of dealing with employers cou- 

10 • corning grievances, labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, 

11 ■ hours of employ meat, or conditions of work. 

12 "(3) 'Employer' includes the United States Gov- 

13 eminent. 

1* (b) It shall be unlawful for any individual, group, as- 

15 sociation, organization, or other entity to enroll any member 

1.0 of the armed forces in, or to solicit or otherwise encourage/ 

- L " : ' any member of' the armed forces to join, -any labor organic- 

IS tion. 

19 • " (c) It shall be unlawful for any member of the. armed 

-0 forces to join or to solicit or otherwise encourage 'any other 

-1 meaner of the armed forces to j\.-iu any labor organization. 

: '(d) The provisions of siJjtectious (b) and (e) shall 

^3 not apply in any case in which any individual, group, asso- 

-1- elation, organization, or other entity enrolls any member 

-o of :he armed I'arees :m or :->>::ci:.-: or otherwise eneoara'/es 
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1 any member of the armed forces to join, any labor organiza- 

2 tioii, or in any case in which, a member or ike armed forces 

3 joins a labor organization or solicits or otherwise encourages 
~ another member of the armed forces to join a labor organiza- 
5 tion if the activity, purpose, or function of the labor organ i- 
■3 zation with which tlie member is concerned is unrelated to 
7 his membership in the armed forces. 

3 . "'(e) (1) Any individual violating subsection (b) or 

9 -(c) shall be punished by., imprisonment of not more than 

10 five years. ' - 

11 ."' (2) Any labor .organization guilty of violating subsec- 
22 tion (b) shah be punished by a fine of not less than §25,000 
:.o or more than 650,000." ■ 

" l * (b) The table of sections at the beginning of chapter 40 

15 of title 10, United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
j-S -.-ond thereof the following: I 

"U75. Union organizing ami membership prohibited.". 



December 22, 1976 



MEMORANDUM FOR MR. STEPHEN HER BITS, SPECIAL ASSISTANT 
SUBJECT: Transition Notebook - Pending Business - OGC 

Attached is the original and one copy of the "Pending Business" 
portion of the transition notebook as originally sent to you. 

The attached reflects all the substantive changes suggested by 
your office in the original submission. 

Mr. Woolsey has already called on this. If the attached are in 
satisfactory form will you please pass his copy onto him. 



i-'ji.^'iori; iiiuLaro ... ■■•/Me,- 



Enclosure 



Richard A. Wiley 



DRAFT g 4/LN /R AW/22D ec76 

MEMORANDUM FOR FILE 

SUBJECT: Pending Business Office of the General Counsel 

In general, the Office of the General Counsel is a service 
organization and not a program office. The attorneys, however, 
are grouped according to specialty and participate in the program 
decisions of their clients. In some specialty fields, the General ' 
Counsel has "program" responsibility simply because the subject 
matter either does not fit into one of the policy areas, or has not 
been assigned. 

The following items have been receiving attention in this office 
and should continue to receive attention: 

1. Conflicts of Interests and Gratuities . A comprehensive 
review of policies and procedures has been underway for sometime. A 
new directive should have been issued prior to the close of CY 1976, 
but there may be problems of interpretation and adjustment. Major 
problems arise in the following situations: 

a. The appointment process. With respect to all 
appointees to the Department of Defense, Presidential appointees, 
regular Civil Service appointees, temporary appointees, and consultants, 
careful examination of potential conflicts, and education with respect to 
policy and legal matters at! the time of appointment is essential. What 



is required is examination of the individual's financial holdings to 
assure an absence of conflict between his official duties and his 
financial interests. This must be accomplished before the appoint- 
ment is completed. In the case of the Presidential appointee, care- 
ful attention must be given to consistency between the White House 

questionnaire, the letter to the Senate Armed Services Committee, 

s 

and the DoD report of financial interests - -the DD Form 155 5. 

b. A related problem is the tem pora ry recr uitme nt 
o f personnel fr om p rivate industry. The need for highly specialized 
skills and training; must constantly be weighed against the potential 
conflict of interest, particularly where the individual comes from a 
Defense contractor and has an either explicit or implicit arrangement 
to return, which may or may not appear to influence his official actions 

in favor of his former and potential future employer. A detailed reporting 
requirement is involved under the so-called Proxmire Amendment which 
is designed to provide a record of the entry of personnel into the Govern- 
ment from private industry, and the return of individuals from the 
Government to private industry. 

c. Unresolved, or at least undefin ed, is the circumstance 
in which an officer or employee of the Department of Defense might have 

a re-employment arrangement with p r i. va te. in tl u s t r y . Wc have observed 
cases in which an individual was on a leave of absence status with re- 
employment rights in the following circumstances: 



the Department of Defense; 

(2) Tenured professor in a university not having 
Defense contracts; 

(3) Tenured professor in a university having 
Defense contracts; 

(4) Re-employment rights in a professional 
corporation; 

(5) Re-employ men I rights in a private corporation 
having absolutely no connection with the Department of 
Defense. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense has established a policy that no one 
will be permitted employment wi th the Department of Defense who has 
an arrangement for re-employment with a Defense contractor. A literal 
application of this rule to a tenured professor would have a serious 
impact upon recruitment in the scientific fields. The only acceptable 
rule would seem to be a case-by-case examination as to the motives of 
the employee and his private employer, and the extent of benefit to the 
government. 

d. T he r elationship of Def en se personnel and private 
industry w ithou t particu lar reference to employment * This involves 
gratuities and other interrelation n I ri p s which may give the appear;' nco 
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g- Interaction between the Department of Defense 
and the Department of Justice . The Attorney General, by a letter 
dated May 4, 1976, invited the attention of all departments to the 
requirements of statute, section 535 of title 28, to report to the 
Attorney General "information, allegations, or complaints obtained 
during an administrative inquiry" which "may" indicate a violation 
of title 18. This letter was followed by a letter dated July 12, 1976, 
from the Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Division, demanding 
access to DoD investigative files with respect to one specific well- 
publicized case in the Department of Defense. This Department has 
taken the position that it is the responsibility of this Department to 
determine when a referral must be made to the Department of Justice 



The Attorney General's guidelines of May 4, 1976, 
require information, allegations, or complaints which may indicate 
a violation of 18 U.S. Code to be reported to the (1) local office of 
the appropriate investigative agency; (2) the office of the U. S. Attorney 
or the district in which the alleged violation occurred; and (3) directly 
to the appropriate division of the Department of Justice. We have yet 
to assess the practicability of this multiple reporting system, and 
should examine current operations in the light of the new guidelines. 
2. Congressional relations . 

a. General . In our opinion, there is a need here for 
better communication with the Congress, which communication involves 
the lawyers simply because of the subject matter. The budget presentation 
for FY 1976, the transition period, and FY 1977, were made to appear 
somewhat easy because of the campaign attention to national defense. 
We will be forced to communicate more fully and more openly. The 
new Congress, including more men of the stature of Senators Culver 
and Nunn, will impose upon us a higher level of intellectual analysis 
and managerial effectiveness. 

Travel Support. An obscure provision of law, 
?< I U.S. C. 22(a), relating to "examination of estimates of appropriations 
in the field, ;| provides a legal basis for the Congress to demand travel 
support from the Department of Defense. 



,the drawing of per diem from 
the Congress, the drawing of counterpart funds from foreign countries 
from the State Department, and the use of contingency funds from the 
Department of Defense- -the so-called black bag funds of the escort 
officers --are getting severe publicity. The Congress appropriates the 
funds for their own purposes, which purposes are criticized by the 
media, and the Department of Defense is in the middle suffering the 
criticism. A comprehensive treatment of this subject matter must 
be undertaken with the leadership (as distinct from the staffs) of the 
Congress . 

3. DSARC Proc ess. The General Counsel has become 
increasingly involved in the Defense Systems Acquisition Review 
Council process. The DSARC process is a management tool designed 
to ensure high level review of major programs at critical points in the 
progress of the program through development and into production. At 
each of these critical points, the program is reviewed to determine 
whether progress through the prior stage of development is technologically 
satisfactory and whether the system being developed will still fulfill its 
intended function at reasonable costs. 



i 



4. Arms Transfer Policy and Security Assistance . Here 
again the General Counsel has become involved as chairman of a 
Review Task Force. 



5- Internal Audit and Las pa c tor General . The Department 
of Defense has recently undertaken the creation of a new centralized 
internal audit agency which is needed In the accounting and financial 
type audits. 

\ Other departments have IG's, as do the military 
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departments. The Defense Investigative Service lias been largely 
restricted to back-ground investigations. 



6. Intelligence Act i vities . The importance of the manage- 
ment of intelligence activities has been highlighted by the intense 
i 

congressional scrutiny of the entire intelligence community which in 
turn forced the President, as an alternative to accepting legislation, 
and in order to protect and preserve the vital intelligence function, 
to issue a detailed executive order. 



I The General Counsel has responded to 
this need by establishing an Assistant General Counsel for Intelligence 
Matters. 

7. Manpower Pol icies a nd Unions. There has been increased 
.^'iivi'.y w'tlvin (.Ti i.un unions lo oxpcind Iheiv membership to include 
military personnel. The /Vinoriean Kedoration nf Cloviirnnu'iit. Kmpluyees, 
at its September convention, amended its Constitution to permit memberslii 



by military personnel. The AFGE did not, however, approve a 
proposal for active solicitation of military personnel. In addition, 
Senator Thurmond introduced a bill (S. 3079, 94th Congress), and 
companion bills were introdxiced in the House, to prohibit union 
membership by military personnel. The DoD position has been that 
the collective bargaining process is antithetical to an effective military, 
and that commanders are not authorized to recognize or bargain with 
any organization which represents military personnel with respect to 
terms and conditions of military service. The Department of Defense 
is now actively considering its position with regard to this matter and 
with regard to any proposed legislation. This one should be watched 
carefully. 

8. Naval Petroleum Reserves . This one is a "sleeper." 
A "backwater" run by the Navy since the early 1920s has, because of 
the energy problem, become a multi -billion dollar current business. 



^ ' h"po ' < •>»>!: Geneva! O i' I ' i c o r N orriina t i o n « s . 
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\ 

Additionally, the Senate Armed Services Committee 
is considering increasing the number of military positions such as 
Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, which* may be made subject to 
Senate confirmation in addition to Presidential assignment. 

One further aspect of senior military officer 
appointments is receiving attention from the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. One- and two-star nominations to grade are usually in 
the form of selection board reports, which are submitted to the Senate 
en bloc . Three- and four-star nominations are submitted individually 
for confirmation to grade , rather than to a particular position after 
which the President assigns or reassigns the officer to "positions of 
importance and responsibility to carry the grade of general or lieutenant 
general" (admiral or vice admiral). 



12 

10. Navy Shi pbuilding Clai ms. The very kr«c backlog of 
shipbuilding claims has been a continuing concern to top levels of the 
Department as well as to the Navy. There are a number of causes 
that have given rise to these claims: design changes, delays due to 
the Government failure to furnish on time equipment for which it is 
responsible, faulty specifications, requirements imposed on the 
contractor which were not a part of the contract (the "constructive 
change"), to name a few. Unexpected occurrences, such as unusually 
high rates of inflation or energy shortages which occur during the long 
period necessary for construction of a ship can turn an expected profit 
into a loss and motivate a contractor to make claims as a means of 
recovering the loss. 

There have been some sharp differences in the top 
levels of "Navy management over how to deal with these major ship- 
building claims. There are some who want the ship at any cost. 
Others, personified by Admiral Rickover who considers the contractors 
incompetent, inefficient, and even dishonest, would hold the contractors' 
feet to the fire with apparent disregard f.-s to whether or not the Navy 
would get its ships. 
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11. Procurement "Policy . Under Office of Management and 
Budget Circular No. A- 109, each department must have an acquisition 
executive. This requirement could eventually pull together loose ends 
floating around between the Director Defense Research and Engineering 
and the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics). 

It should also be a means for improving the DSARC process discussed 
in item 6 above. 

12. Procurement Policy - Institutional Conflicts . At the 
present time, established policies prohibit, in most circumstances, 
a research contractor from bidding on hardware prescribed by his 
research effort. A further effort is needed to prevent any study or 
advisory contractor from having any organizational conlict; e. g. , 
advising the government and an interested contractor with respect 

to research, test, or evaluation. This office has drafted and submitted 
to OASD(If<Tj) a proposed change to the Armed Services Procurement 
Regulation (ASPR) to establish such a policy. 
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13. Aircraft and Automobile Use Policy . This subject 
matter has been developing over a number of years, and it involves 
the establishment of policy. and the consistent adherence thereto. 
The issues are which senior officials are eligible for the use of 
government aircraft and vehicles, particularly government aircraft; 
the use of such aircraft or vehicles by wives and other dependents of 
senior personnel; eligibility for the use of a dedicated vehicle and 
driver; and the avoidance of the use of aircraft and vehicles for 
nonofficial purposes. A proposed new policy has been drafted in 
this office and is being considered. 

*"-"* Anti- Arab Boycott Legislation . The Corps of 
Engineers and its various construction contractors are playing 
a major role in the Near East, particularly in Saudi Arabia, in 
constructing facilities. 

| This office considers that a special Executive Branch/ 
Interagency Group should be organized to develop a coordinated 
overall Executive Branch program. Meanwhile, this office has 
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drafted a proposed program which has been submitted to OASD(ISA) 
anci OASD(IfcL) for consideration. 

15. Base -Closure and C o mmunity Economic A ssistance 
Program . The impact of Defense activity upon the nation's economy 
and regional economic conditions is well illustrated by the various 
impediments placed by the Congress in the way of base-closures. 
The alleviation of this political pressure depends upon the Department 
of Defense effort to assist communities to readjust to non-Defense 
industry. The machinery is available and working in the installations 
and logistics area, and needs continuing attention. 

1 6 . Budget Preparation a n d the Plan n ing/ Programme n g 
Budget System. The necessity for advanced planning has long been 
recognized in the various procedures governing the overall budget 
process. However, since "mission" budgeting is mandated beginning 
in FY 1979 by the Impoundment Act, a new look at the whole process 
is in order. Internal attention to this matter is being provided by a 
study group under the Director, of Defense Program Evaluation and 
Analysis (Mr. Aldridge). 



* ' * 16 
17 • . C :j-. vil j ^sturbancen . This area is the responsibility 
of the Army as executive agent, working with the Department of 
Justice. In the immediate area of the Pentagon, the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Administration) has the responsibility for 
working with the General Services Administration- The activities 
directed toward the Pentagon must be viewed in the light of the First 
Amendment freedom of expression guarantees, although activist groups 
go beyond the limits of expression by physical invasions. 

I 

18. Freedom of Information Act and Disclo sure Policies. 
This area is well handled on an operating basis hy the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) with legal advice from the 
Office of the General Counsel. N The program is largely based upon 
the Freedom of Information Act, and reflects a trend in political 
thinking toward more and more open government. There is some 
mischief possible in making available investigative files if they are 
not, in fact, related to ongoing criminal prosecutions because of the 
possible hesitancy of people to talk for the record. However, we 
cannot yet assess the consequences of tins. It should be noted that 
t.::: fEocirine of "executive privilege," for the first time, received 
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clear judicial acknowledgment in the case of N i soi\ v. U. S. It is, 
therefore, possible for the President at some time to supersede 
provisions of the Freedom of Information Act, if he does so on the 
basis that release of the information will interfere with the perfor- 
mance of his executive duties. By and large, however, it is difficult 
to win a dispute with the Congress on the availability of information, 
and sensible policy should be 1 developed here. 

19. Bribes . Substantial publicity has been given during 
1976 to allegations against Defense Department contractors of bribes, 
and the payment of "consultant fees" which in some cases appear to 

be bribes, and in others veil improper political contributions funnelled 
back into the United States. The Department of Defense is interested 
in preventing excessive agent's fees and certainly bribes on government- 
to- government foreign military sales. 

20. The Fitzgerald Matter . This is a well publicized series 
of cases involving an Air Force employee, Ernest A. Fitzgerald. One 
of the litigation items, however, involves a former Secretary of 
Defense, Melvin Laird. All allegations*^ tern from a dismissal of 
Fitzgerald which was overturned by the Civil Service Commission. 
The first litigation item resulted in an order opening the Civil Service 
proceeding to a public hearing, thus overturning the Civil Service 
Cum. mission regulation. A second suit alleging a conspiracy by the • 



Secretary and other persons in the Air Force, and including former 
Secretary of Defense Laird, was dismissed on the basis of the statute 
ox limitations. It is on appeal in the Circuit Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia. A third suit resulted in a decision that the Civil 
Service Commission could award attorney fees. This decision by a 
District Court is on appeal in the Circuit Court of Appeals in the District 
of Columbia. A fourth suit involves the question of whether Fitzgerald's 
restoration to duty was to a position "comparable" to the one from which 
he was dismissed. The Civil Service Commission denied Fitzgerald's 
appeal and he is now before the U.S. District Court on this issue. A 
fifth suit filed on November 15, 1976, claims interest on back pay 
previously awarded without interest when the dismissal was invalidated. 
Although all of these matters relate to the Air Force or the Civil Service 
Commission, the various legal issues are of government- wide interest. 

21. Ins ane Defendants . Occasionally an individual is 
acquitted by a military court or a foreign court of a serious criminal 
offense, upon the ground of insanity. V/e do not have commitment 
authority but we are seeking it by legislation. . Our only remedy in 
the present state of the law is to refer this individual to the Veterans 
Administration, but the Veterans Administration has no compulsory 
commitment authority. 

?.?.. (.'.on c tent lo us Objectors; . Although we are in an era 
of all- volunteer force, there are still personnel, particularly 
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medical personnel, who have service obligations. In addition to 
assignment to noncombat duty, the Department of Defense directive 
provides for discharge of conscientious objectors. In a series of 
cases in the Vietnam era, this directive was construed to require 
discharge thus permitting many to avoid service on the basis of thin 
evidence of true conscientious objection. 



2 3. The Prisoner of War Code of Conduct. The Vietnam 
conflict involved some very brutal treatment of prisoners of war 
and raised questions as to the behavior of some personnel in prison. 
This led to a study aimed at revision of the Code. The major legal 
issue involved the question of which principles of the Code are general 
standards of behavior and which are legal requirements, the violations 
of which could result in court-martial or other disciplinary action. 
This study has been completed and has been submitted to the Secretary 
of Defense for possible adoption. 

Vietnam Missing In A ct ion . Continuous efforts are 
being made to obtain a precise accounting from North Vietnam of 
missing military personnel. In the meantime, a substantial number 
of personnel are being carried in the MIA status although all evidence 



points to the conclusion that they were killed in action. On the basis 
of a federal court decision, and in response to various political 
interests, the status of a MIA is not changed to KIA without the 
request of the immediate next of kin. Pay and allowance and allotments 
continue for these personnel. 

25. Personal Liability for Official Acts. There has been 
an erosion of the absolute rule stated by the Supreme Court in two 
cases: Parr v. Mateo and Howard v. Lyons , that an officer of the 
government has absolute immunity to suits for damages if his actions 
were within the "perimeters" of his official duties. The issue is 
important at the moment for two reasons: (a) the naming of the 
Secretary of Defense in his personal capacity in suits for damages; 
and (2) the question of application of the perimeter-of-official-duty 
rule to alleged unlawful behavior in a number of the intelligence 
gathering cases. The issue is being tested in the Circuit Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia in a case originating in Germany 
and involving the Berlin Democratic Club as plaintiff, and a large 
number of Army personnel as defendants, in their personal capacities. 
Meanwhile, support for the absolute rule results from a seven to two 
en banc decision of the Third Circuit in the case of Martine z v. Schr ock. 
*:LS:1- This case involved military doctors and it does not addrcus the 
e::acl iot-uo involved in thu Berlin Democratic Club case because there 
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is no allegation of unlawful conduct, as distinct from negligent conduct, 
but it docs support the Barr v. Mat teo rule. 

26. F.LITE. This is an acronym for federal legal informa- 
tion through electronics. We have long had a computer bank of federal 

i 

statutes, Comptroller General decisions, and Federal Court cases. 
This has been challenged recently by private industry on the ground 
that the government should not be in this type of computer service, 
and that the information should be made available to the private 
companies under the Freedom of Information Act. The issue is being 
litigated by Mead Data Central Company in a suit: against West 
Publishing Company because some of the material in the case reports 
is copyrighted. We are not defendants. 



27 '• The Use of Force Dir ective. The Department has 
attempted to restrict the quantum of force to be used by guard 
personnel in a variety of situations ranging from protection of 
atomic weapons to prevention of the theft of bicycles. The directive 
is currently under review, is highly controversial, and provides 
r.-'i'l'icul [ problems of definition. 



Ji * 28. U.S. v. International Bus iness Mac hines Corpo ration. 

This is ongoing antitrust litigation which involves this office in various 
demands for information, and the communication to the Defense compo- 
nents of court orders for the preservation of data; this data is voluminous 
and results from the use of a huge number of computers storing, volumes 
of communication intelligence and other data. Defense uses computers 
for all sorts of activities from storage of intelligence data to deter- 
mining proximity ranges in artillery warheads and other similar 
mechanical functions. 

£9. The U.S. Administrative Conference . Although the 
Conference is largely concerned with rulemaking and adjudication in 
the regulatory agency sense, the Defense Department participates in 
the Conference almost in a defensive posture because of the trend to 
apply formal rulemaking or adjudication procedures to a vast number 
of functions. The Deputy General Counsel is the nominal Defense 
representative; the expert is Mr. Gilliat. 

30* Dependent Medi c al Be n efits . During the past year and 
a half, there has been a complete review of the Civilian Health and 
Medical Program for the Uniformed Services (CHAMP US) which has 
led to the drafting of the first comprehensive (in excess of 500 pages) 
sot of regulations governing the medical care benefits available to 



dependents of military personnel, as well as retired personnel and 
their dependents. Numerous changes in the traditional benefit package 
that are included in the new regulations are likely to lead to a significant 
amount of litigation. These cases will be filed after exhaustion of an 
entirely new administrative adjudicative system of remedies also set 
forth in the regulation. This program is currently spending close to 
3/4 of a billion dollars per annum. 

31. Adminis t rative Proce s ses A pplicabl e to Miljtarv Pers onnel. 
The Discharge Review Boards and the Boards For The Correction Of 
Records of all three services are under increasing attack as being in 
violation of due process requirements as well as various statutory- 
provisions (notably the Administrative Procedure Act) in the evaluation 
of individual petitions for relief. Similarly, the administrative discharge 
system and various other personnel and medical evaluation processes are 
alleged to be guilty of procedural unfairness. ' 
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32. Securit y Clea ran ces . Traditional criteria for the 
evaluation of individuals requiring security clearances for the perfor- 
mance of their duties as civilian employees are being re-examined in 
the light of the Privacy Act and various judicial interpretations, to 
determine what changes need to be made in the governing Executive 
Order 10450. In addition, there is a need under the Privacy Act to 
obtain an Executive Order as authority for continuation of the security 
clearance process applicable to military personnel. Work is under way. 

33. Lunc h. Each month the Judge Advocates General and 
Service General Counsels meet with the Defense General Counsel at 
lunch which is hosted by one of the participants in turn. This provides 
an informal "get-together" tincl an opportunity for discussing items of 
general interest. It is recommended that this tradition be continued. 



